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INTRODUCTION

Interim Report III of the Home Start Evaluation Study centers
its attention on three questions:

® How are actual home visits being conducted. (Who is
receiving the Home Visitor's attention? What is the
content and tone of the various interactions?)

® From a cost analysis point of view, how are projects
spending their federal grant dollars and how are they
using these grant dollars to lever additional resources
to improve the program and provide more direct services
to families.

® Can any tentative statements on program effectiveness
be made upon an analysis of I pre-post test data?

Because this report concentrates on a limited number of program
questions, it will differ somewhat in form from Interim Report
II which sought to provide an overview of the entire national
program from a planning and initial implementation point of
- view. For example, Report iI used an input-process-outcome
outline to discuss the major actors, the most important program
activities, and the intended outcomes or products of the Home
Start prog.am. :

This report -~ with its emphasis on the actual home visit and on
a cost analysis of grant and levered dollars -- treats both
inputs and »rocesses at the same time, i.e., describing a home
visit includes inputs (the Home Visitor and the family) and
protesses (the activities occurring during the home visit).
Likewise, the cost analysis has as its content a program input =--
grant and levered dollars -- while analyzing this data in a
functional or process manner. This cost section is, in fact,

_ an input-process and outcome analysis when it deals with levered
resources for the resources themselves are inputs, the securing
and utilizing of the resources are processes, and the amount of
resources levered can be seen as a basic outcome of a successful
program.

iii




Report III is divided into seven sections. The role of each
section is described below. Following this description of the
various sections, this introduction will conclude by presenting
the defacto Home Start Model which was developed in Report 1II.

In studying the model the Reader can see for himself the ceéntral
role played by home visits and the levering of community resources.
The theoretical or expected relationship between these processes
and the intended outcomes can also be visualized. Thus, the model
can be used as a reference point for each of .the Report sections
and can serve as a basis for interpreting the. appropriateness,of-
the final section 6n conclusions and recommendations. /

£

The seven sections of Report IIT are:

e Demographics (Section I} which illustrates key features of
the program’s major participants -- Home Start families and
Home Start staff, educational, income, and ethnic data are
presented and briefly discussed. '

o The Ideal Home Visitor and the Ideal Home Visit (Section II)
which uses interviews with local project administrators to
describe the qualities the home visit program which the ad-
ministrator is seeking to implement, and the qualities which
the administrator believes are necessary in the effective
Home Visitor.

e The Actual Home Visitor and the Actual Home Visit (Sections
III and 1V) which present iInterview data and information
system data on the actual Home Visitor (Section III) and
observation data on actual Home Visitors (Section IV) at
each site. Based upon the information, areas of strength
and areas of concern are identified regarding effective home
visit implementation.

e Cost Analysis of Grant Expenditures and Levered Resources
with Addenda on Reterrals (Section V) which analyzes all
project expenditures from both a line-item and functional
point of view. Descriptive information on the amount and
type of levered resources is also presented. As these levered
resources are most usually secured through an on-going referral
system, an addenda on the referral system is presented here. .
As the cost analysis and referral data. provide us with our best
information on the amount and types of comprehensive services,
areas of strength and areas of concern within this comprehen-
sive service area (Health, Nutrition, Psychological/Social
Services) are presented at the conclusion of this section.

e Aides and Deterrants to the Meeting of First Year Local
Objectives (Section VI) which briefly summarizes aids and
deterrants which were experienced by a large number of pro-
ject directors and which therefore warrant the attention of
Home Start decision makers at the national level. While pre-
viously identified areas of strength and concern also require

~




national attention, the directors' perspective is reported
here because the final section on reeommendations should be
affected by the directors' perspective, i.e., if directors
acknowledge a specific problem area the corresponding recom-
mendation will differ from cases where an area of concern is
not so recognized by these leaders.

® Conclusions and Recommendations for Program Improvement
(Section VII) which moves forward from previously 1dentified
areas of strength and concern to shape specific recommenda-
tions for program improvement. Such recommendations will .
usually be based upon findings presented in the Report itself.
However, certain recommendations, especially those based on
an analysis of child performance data may require reference
to matter extrinsic to the operation of Home Start alone.

As stated above, the de facto Home Start Model developed for Report
II is presented here to provide a context for interpreting each of
the sections described here.
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I

DEMOGRAPHICS

Introduction

The busy administrator needs a quick overview of the size and
shape of the program he/she is reviewing. The programmatic

shape of Home Start is illustrated by the de facto Home Start
Model presented on the previous page. Demographic data (acquired
through the Home Start information system) was used to graphic-
ally display individual project size, locale, and the ethnic
level of the key participants -- Home Start families and staff.

Narrative discussion is limited so as not to detract from the
overall program portrait created by the various graphs and charts.
Major areas of strength and concern (such as can be identified
from demographic data) will be discussed in the concluding
section of this report (see pp. 71-72).

HOME START PROFILE

L ® "

AT A GLANCE

TOTAL # OF PROGRAMS: 161 TOTAL # OF STAFF: 190
‘ AVERAGE: 12
TOTAL # OF RURAL PROGRAMS: 9
TOTAL # OF HOME VISITORS: 110
TOTAL # OF URBAN PROGRAMS: 2 AVERAGE: 7

. TOTAL # OF URBAN/RURAL PROGRAMS: 4 # OF FAMILIES PER HOME
. VISITOR: 10

TOTAL OF FAMILIES ENROLLED: 1102
AVERAGE: 73

TOTAL # OF FOCAL CHILDREN: 1342
AVERAGE: 89

TOTAL # OF CHILDREN 0~10: 2181

AVERAGE: 145
TOTAL ¥ OF CHILDREN 0-18: 4092

AVERAGE: 273

ISan Diego was not yet fully operational by the end of the

O reporting period, so no data is included here.

|



The following charts were compiled using data from the informa-
tion system for the Quarter ending March 31, 1973.

Figures I-1 to I-3: Program Enrollment, Ethhicity of Staff and
Focal Children

Figure I-1 displays the enrollment of both families and focal
children for the 15 programs, ranked by program size. The aver-~
age enrollment of families is 73, only five of the Home Start
programs comply with the guidelines of an. enrollment of 80 or
more. The following programs obtained special permission from
the Office of Child Development to enroll fewer than 80 families
because of difficulty in identifying eligible families or high
operational costs: North Carolina, Massachusetts and Alaska.
For all programs, except onel, the number of focal children served
exceeds that of family enrollment. In fact, 22% of the familie
enrolled in Home Start have more than one focal child. :

It is interesting to note that the total number of 3-5 year old
children is greater than the number of focal children. Eight
percent of the 3-5 year olds are enrolled in other Preschool
‘Programs or in no program.

Figure I-2 reflects the ethnicity of focal children and staff
for the 15 programs. The ethnic profile of focal children close-
ly matches that of staff for the overall program, as well as on a

roject b roject basis. Table I-3 displays the ethniclty of
gocal children and staff by program.

———

lNortn Carolina

e
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]: KC Al - Alabama, W VA —West Virginia,

FIGURE 1-1

FAMILY AND FOCAL CHILD ENROLLMENT — SPRING 1973"

Total Family Enrollment: 1102

Average Family Enrollment; | 73
Tatal Focal Child Enroliment: 1342
Average Focal Child Enrollment: 89
Total Children 0 — 18 Yrz,: 4092
Average Children 0 — 18: 273
Total Target Children Q — 5 Yrs,: 2181
Average Target Children 0 — 5 145
Number
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tTo shorws Tamily earall neng, from tou:asr to hiziiest, the ordering of the programs hos been changed from that used in the lnforma
tion Sytem, This naew ordaring will b2 used throughout the followirg tehi,

Mo daiais inctud.d on faniities gad children for California, since the program is not yet fully opecationat,

2ch'.'m.l: AK ~ Alaska; MA — Massachusetts; NV -- Novada; NC — North Corolina; UT — Utah; N Y — New York: OH -~ Ohio;

THGC

- Texan A‘igrant Council; AZ — Aricona; KS - Kansas; TN — Tennesses; TX H — Texas, Hauston; AR — Arkansas;
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FIGURE I-2

ETHNICITY
FOCAL CHILDREN — STAFF

SPRING 1973
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I1

THE IDEAL HOME VISITOR AND THE IDEAL HOME VISIT
s

~ Introduction , . o - o

~; The Introduction to this Report presents the de facto Home Start

~ model as developed in Interim Report II. Based on an analysis of

- first year proposals, Report II Eaentified two major areas of

~concern. First, in many cases no single staff person was given
‘the responsibility for identification, coordination, integration,
and utilization of community services. Second, Home Visitors

were frequently expected to be successful community generalists
(coordinating community services and being innovative teachers)
while receiving rather low salaries and possessing modest skills.
Report. I1 then analyzed initial implementation data (through Fall
1972) and found these concerns to be warranted. Programs were -
having limited success in securing community services beyond those
they could buy with their own limited project funds. As for home
visitation, a review of local program objectives (rewritten in Fall
'72) showed that more than 50% of educational objectives were being
stated exclusively in terms of the child. This raised the question
as to whether the Home Start Guidelines was being strictly adhered

to in terms of a primary emphasis on Home Visitor to parent inter-
action.

The analysis of further implementation data (gathered during Spring
1973 site visits) can begin by asking how projects are now intending
to shape themselves. This analysis does not assume that an adequate
evaluation can be approached only in terms of local intentions,
plans, or objectives. However, it does assume that analysis at the
intention level can identify areas of inconsistency (both internally
and with national guidelines) which can provide a framework for
critical analysis of actual process or implementation data. (Areas
of greatest consistency will be identified and employed in later
analysis.)

Report II relied heavily on initial proposals and limited case study
and information system data in order to determine local plans and
intentions. Extensive field information was collected in the Spring
of 1973 to assess the present status of program plans and intentions.
This information includes:

1) Instrumented interviews with all project directors
and with staff coordinators supporting Home Visitors.
Information was sought regarding the ideal Home
visitor and the most appropriate use of her time.




2) Program objectives written six months earlier
were reviewed to determine the degree completed,
problems encountered, and support received. New
six months objectives were prepared by each
program. '

3) Comprehensive cost data on projected expenditures
and the projected generation of in-kind serxrvices
was collected through interviews and analysis of
project records.

The remainder of this section will present the findings from the"i'
director and staff interviews on Home Visitors and from the rev1ew
of program objectives. ‘ . :

The Ideal Home'Visitor

The tables on pages 11 - 14 summarize the comments of project dlrec—
tors and supervisory staff when asked to project the ideal Home
Visitor and the ideal home visit. (The interview questions were
open ended. Categories used for coding the responses re not
always mutually exclusive.) ‘

There was a high level of agreement between directors and
visory staff concerning the qualities and training of the
Home Visitor, and the characteristics of the ideal home visit.
In summary:

1) The ideal Home Visitor need not have extensive _ e
formal education but should be experienced in 5
working with children. e

2) She should be friendly, flexible and objective,
and possess both interaction and teaching skills.

3} Her salary should be between $5000 - $7000, or
equivalent to teacher or Head Start salaries.

4) As for training, while pre-service and in-service
may be important, the use of the experienced Hone
Visitor as a model is the most preferred training
method.

5) Training content should stress early childhood
education and interaction skills.

6) Secondary training attention should focus on the
various components and the use of community resources,
supervision should center on occasionally accompani-
ment of the Home Visitor on her visits. Moral
support and guidance should be provided.




The Ideal Home Visit

As for the ideal home visit, directors and supervisors agree

that:

1)

2)

3)

The Home Visitor should serve 10-~12 families
(one~third of the supervisors prefer fewer
families) by making weekly visits of one-two
hours duration. ‘

Directors and supervisory staff unanimously
agree the Home Visitor interaction should not
be mostly with the child. During these visits
she should work mostly with parents (65% of
directors and 40% of supervisors) or with both

. parents and children (35% of directors and 60%

of supervisors).

The content of the ideal home visit varies
considerably with health services having rela-
tive priority. There is some gerieral agreement
that the educational component should be parent
oriented; that health activities are largely
educational; that nutritional services center
around best use of the present food dollar both
in shopping and in food preparation, and that
psychological/social needs can vary considerably.

Areas of Strength

There is a high level of agreement among directors
and supervisory regarding the ideal Home Visitor
and the ideal home visit. While considerable
variation exists regarding—the-pribrity of the
service c¢omponents, notable agreement is evident
concerning the most important activities within
each component.

The moderate level of education found to be

required of the Home Visitor is consistent with

the ideal salary range specified by project adminis-
trators. Moreover, the ideal salary range, $5000 -
$7000 or compatible with Head Start salaries, is

only moderately above present salaries and could be
attained presently by projects who adjust their over-
all budgets and organizations.

Areas of Concern

While all staff interviewed stated that the Home
Visitor's interaction should be mostly with
parents or with both parents and children, the



fact that nearly 50% chose the inclusive
response "both" may indicate that some pro-
grams are unwilling or unable to center their
attention on the development of the parent as
the prime educator of her children. The fact
that no 1nterv1ewees stated that emphasis should
be mostly ony the child" indicates that the
remaining ambhiguity relates to questions of fea-
sibility (e.gl, both parent and child are in the
same room) rather than to ambiquity at the inten-
tional level,

° Although no one stated that emphasis should be
"~ "mostly on the child," the responses to the

previous experience item and to the training
question suggest that administrative staff do not
conceptualize either hiring staff or training them
in a manner which stresses a parental emphasis.
For example, previous experience with children was
specified for Home Visitors by 70% of the directors
and 55% of the supervisory staff, while previous
experience with adults was required by only 15% of
those interviewed. Moreover, early childhood
education is frequently emphasized while similar
emphasis on adult education has not been clearly
articulated. Finally, the fact that parent involve~
ment is frequently seen as a separable service com-
ponent may indicate that the present components
are not conceptualized in such a way as to treat
the parent as a primary actor on an on-going basis.

® The de facto Home Start model considers the identi-
fication and utilization of community services as
one of the two-fold functions of the Home Start pro-
gram. The following tables indicate that admini-
strators are not considering this community service
function as seriously as they consider the educational
function. For example, less than 20% require previous
experience in community affairs, and less than 5% cite
knowledge of community resources as a desirable skill
for Home Visitors. 1In like manner, only 15% listed
a program training need in this area.

In conclusion, local Home Start administrators are quite consistent
with one another, moderate in their intentions, and generally in
agreement with the nation~l emphasis upon the development of the
parent. However, their present hiring and training intentions do
not maintain this parental emphasis. Moreover, the utilization of .
community services does not receive the attention required by the.
Home Start model and guidelines. We shall now study the previous
objectives and future plans of each project to see whether the above




findings are reflective of the general direction(s) in which
project administrators are now trying to move their programs.
At the conclusion of this report recommendations for improve-

ment will be developed from these and other findings.
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TABLE II-l

THE IDEAL HOME VISITOR AS PROJECTED
BY DIRECTORS AND SUPERVISORY STAFF SUMMARY OF RESPONSES
INTERVIEW ITEM ON IDEAL HOME VISITOR Diﬁeig°rs S“Ppor§73taff
= n=
Formal Educational Level:
1) not relevant 4 7
2) high school graduate or
general education diploma 5 7
3) some college 5 -0
4) other 2 3
Previous Experience Desired (Some
Respondents Indicated More Than
One Category):
1) with children 16 of 16 14 of 17
2) with adults 4 of 16 4 of 17
3) with community 4 of 16 5 of 17
4) other 2 of 16 2 of 17
Most Frequently Cited Personal Rank: Rank:
Qualities:
1) friendly/out-going first second
2) flexibility, objectivity second first
Needed Skills (Some Respondents Indi-
cated Needs in More Than One Cate-
gory):
1) interaction skillsl. 16 of 16 16 of 17
2) teaching skills 13 of 16 9 of 17
i 3) ability to drive a care 3 of 16 2 of 17
4) ability to identify community 2 of 16 1l of 17
resources
Projected Salary: ‘
1) $3000 - 4900 1 (70% of respon-
2) $5000 - 6900 8 ses were in
3) $7000 - 8900 3 .| $5000-69000
4) $9000 - 10900 2 range or compat-
5) $11000 - 12900 1 ible to Head ,
6) other 1 Start salaries)
Projected Training (Type): - Rank Rank
‘ 1) pre~service (1) in-service
and in- 2) on-the-job and
service pre-service
2) on-the-job
" Most Frequently Cited Training The experienced Home Visitor
Method? is seen as the best training
o resource.

Problem Solving = 2; Relnforcing - 2.

EJS;;Breakdown on Interaction Skills: Relating - 9; Llstenlng/Communlcatlng



TABLE 1I-1 {(Cont'd)

Training Content (Some Respondents
Indicated Needs In More Than One
Category):

1) early childhood

2) planning for
individual
families

3) guidelines
and expecta-
tions for
Home Visitors

8 of 16 8 of 17
2) interaction skills 7 of 16 7 of 17
3) Home Start components 4 of 16 4 of 17
- 4) community resources 4 of 16 3 of 17
5) recruiting l of 16 0 of 17
6) bookkeeping 1 of 16 0 of 17
Supervision (Methods):
1) most common occasionally same as directors
accompanying
Home Visitor
on visits
2) other methods daily communi- ([same as directors
cation, weekly
and monthly
staff confer-
ences, report
forms
Purpose of Supervision: 1) moral support|same as

directors | -

12




TABLE -LT=2

[rS

THE IDEAL HOME VISIT AS PROJECT BY
DIRECTORS AND SUPERVISORY STAFF

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

INTERVIEW ITEM ON
MODEL HOME VISIT o Diri:;grs Suppgiivstaff,

Number of Families per
Home Visitor:

l) 4-6 0
2) 7~9 2
3) 10-12 12
4) 13-15 . 0
5) 16-18 1
6) other 1

Wk DN Oy W

Frequency of Visits:

1) one visit per week 10
2) two visits per week 5
3) three visits per week 0
4) four visits per week 1
5) other 0

GO O W O

Duration of Visit:

one~two hours 16 11
other 0 16

Major Emphasis of Visit
{i.e. Primary Interaction):

1) mostly on parent 1
2) both
3) mostly on child
4) other

OO
O WO

Major Emphasis of Visit* Highest [Lowest |Highest | Lowest
(i.e. Content): Priority|Priority| Priority] Priorit

Education

Health

Nutrition

Psychological/Social
Respondents did not prioritize

[ SN S B
=N
OFROOVN
O b = = DD

- *Some of those interviewed were reluctant to prioritize services
especially in the case of listing some as less or least important..

£ 2
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TABLE II-2 (Cont‘d)

Nature of Component Activities

1) Education:

parent oriented 80% 65%
child oriented 20% J 35%
2) Health: ,
educational (includes aware- 60% 50%:
ness of community resources)
- problem of identification 25% 25%
(e.qg. exams) _
treatment (includes refer- 15% 25%
rals and appointments) '
.................................. o o s e e e o e et e e
3) Nutrition:
education (menus, shopping, 80% 75%
budgeting, food preparation)
identifying and utilizing 20% 25%
community resources i
4) Psychological/Social: ;
identifying community » 30% 20% (inc.
resources community
: advocacy)
referrals/appointments 30% ~ 20%
child/family dynamics 0% ~ 15%
other** 40% - 45%

Note: One-third of the directors and one half of the supervisory
staff identified "parent" involvement as a separate service
component., }

—

**The psychological/social category includes a wide range of activities
and objectives. The content and the subsequent mode(s) of delivery
are considerably less defined than those of the nutrition and health
components.

14



III

THE ACTUAL HOME VISITOR

Introduction

The previous chapter used 1ntervxews with local project admin-
istrators to build a profile of the ideal Home Visitor. These
interviews were also analyzed to develop a description of the
ideal home visit. The purpose of this section is to construct
a composite description of the actual Home Visitor (utilizing
interviews with present Home Visitors and data from the Home
Start information system).

The profile of the actual Home Visitor will then be compared
to the "Ideal Home Visitor" described earlier. Areas of
strength and concern will then be identified.

The Actual Home Visitor -- Spring 1973

The following profile describes the actual Home Visitor--her
level of education and areas of study, prev1ous experience,
skills, training needs, and staff supervision and support (both
actual and desired).

1} While most Home Visitors have had some college edu-
cation (71%), few have completed college (26%).

2) Elementary and pre-school education has been their
major area of study.

3) Almost all Home Visitors have previous experience
with children (97%). Most of this previous experi-
ence has usually been classroom oriented (75%).

4) Both "previous skills learned" and "additional skills
needed" vary widely across various program elemhents.
If a central tendency can be described, it is toward
the educational and psychological/social aspects of
the program.

5) Home Visitors clearly identify in-service training
as the most effective means of skill development.

15



6) Supervision of Home Vig}tors is delegated to a variety
of staff personnel across the 16 projects. Also,
systematic supervision of Home Visitors in the home
appears to be carried.out in only two or three of the
16 projects. ' )

When the composite of the actual Home Visitor is compared to

the profile of the ideal Home Visitor (as described by project
administrators,) many similarities and only a few differences

are discovered. Both the educational background and the previous
experience of Home Visitors match the "ideal" but may be an after-
the-fact construction. ‘

Also, the interaction skills which administrators seek in Home
Visitors are in fact the skills which the actual Home Visitors
report acquiring during their work with families. The fact that
these skills are not usually developed during pre-service does
raise practical questions regarding the role of pre-service, i.e.,
should the administrators continue to rely on pre-service for
such skill development?

A few differences do exist between the ideal and the actual

Home Visitors. ..First, as indicated above, Home Visitors find
in-service training most effective while administrators rely
heavily on pre-service training. Secondly, administrators
emphasize the training value of the experienced Home Visitor;
while the Home Visitors themselves indicate that it is the fami-
lies themselves which contribute the most to the development of
their skills. Thirdly, and most importantly, most Home Visitors
(72%) report related experiences with adults. Forty-one per-
cent have worked with community and :social sgservices groups.
Thus, the actual Home Visitor may possess more adult related
experience than is required of the ideal Home Visitor. Some
dlrectors may be underutilizing the community experience of
their Home Visitors. (See the Ideal Home Visitor Tables which
show that only 25% of the directors require previous experience
with adults or with community. Page 11.)

The Ideal Home Visitor and the Actual Home Visitor - Areas of
gtrength and Concern.

Areas of Strength

e Based upon interviews with both administrators and
Home Visitors, it appears that administrators have
usually staffed their projects with Home Visitors
who have the education and-experience which they
deem necessary. While such a match may not in
itself be sufficient for program sdccess, the lack
of discrepency the ideal and the actual can be seen
as a positive factor.

o

%,
~

s g
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Areas

Y
Actual Home Visitors appear to have more adult-community
service ekperience than that required by administrators.

of Concern

Project Directors prefer pre-service training to in-
service training, while Home Visitors and their super-
visor prefer in-service to pre-service. As for
"developing interaction skills," it may be noted that
although these skills were part of pre-service sessionsg,
Home Visitors report that actual interaction with -
families was the most effective way to develop these
skills. One might infer that this difference is no
more than a matter of personal perspective and that
thoughts implanted during pre~service will find their
fruition during actual field experience. However,

the development of pre-service concepts during on-the-
job experience would most likely occur when pre-service
and on~the-job experience are tied together with system-
atic field supervision of Home Visitors.

On the contrary, few Home Visitors report that system-
atic field supervision is being conducted. Home Visi-
tors appear to indicate that they "learn by their mis-
takes" and without frequent feedback through in-the-
home supervision. Thus, while Home Visitors do report
significant skill development through direct family
interaction, the lack of systematic supervision raises
questions regarding the validation of such reported
development.

Directors emphasize the unique training value of the
experienced Home Visitor as model. However, if this
experienced Home Visitor is not in frequent field con-
tact with less experienced Home Visitors, the question
is raised as to whether directors are‘relying on ver-
bal communication at the centers rather than behavioral
interaction in the field.
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TABLE III-I

THE ACTUAL HOME VISITOR, HER EDUCATIONAL LEVEL,.
SKILL DEVELOPMENT, TRAINING, SUPPORT, AND SUPERVISION
(Gathered During 32 Home Visitor Interviews, Spring, 1973)

Formal Education Level: (Information System) Interviews
March '73 Spring 73

1) Some High School 9% 6%

2) High School Graduate 26% 23%

3) Some.College 49% 42%

4) Associate Degree 2% 3%

5) College Graduate 11% 14%

6) Some Graduate Work N.A. 6%

7) Advanced Degrees ) 3% 6%

Areas of Study: ‘ Undergraduate* (14) College (5) Advanced (]

l) Elementary & Preschool
Education
2) Psychology
3) Child Development
4) Social Work or Sociology
5) Math
6) Arts
7) Home Economics
8) Speech
9) Nutrition
10) Language
11) Other
(Source: Spring '73 Interview)

S A T TR O CYRY,
'.-l

Previous Experience:

1) With Children 97%
-in the classroom (73%)
~as babysitters (12%)
-limited to raising their
own children (12%)

2) With Adults 72%
-worked with community and
social service groups (41%)
-jobs with adults (6%)
-other experience with adults (25%)

*Some respondents indicated multiple "Areas of Study."
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TADBLE ALll=1 (LUNL Uy

Learning since Further trainin
joining Home Start is needed '
Skill Areas: (84 responses) (58 responses)
1) Education 27% 8%
‘2) Psych/Social 18% ‘ 24%
3) Health . 9% . 12%
4) Nutrition T T 11% ) 7%
5} Other (general) 33% _ 7%
6) No Information ‘ 2% 7%
7) None - ; 5%
Training Received (type):
1) pre~sery}ce
focus: (a) community resources and referrals, eligibility require- E

ments and such other skills as listening, patience, re-
spect; (b) education; and (c¢) psychological and social
services. -

perceived effectiveness: Home Visitors indicated that 23% of
their learned skills were acquired in pre-service training.

2) in-service

focus: (a) education; (b) psychological and social serviées;
(c) other skills; (d) nutrition; and (e) health.

perceived effectiveness: Home Visitor indicated that 53% of
skills were learned in in-service training.

3} other means (primarily working with families)

focus: interaction skills such as respect, listening, sharing, !
patience

perceived effectiveness: Home Visitor indicated that 23% of
such skills were learned through other means.

Number of Respondents
, who indicated person
Support Received: ' was "most helpful" (n=32)

1) Person providing support

Director
Deputy Dir/Assistant Dir.
H.V. Coordinator or Supervisor
Specialists
Home Visitors
BEducational Aides
Outside Home Start

o Families

ERJ(: No Response 19
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TABLE III-1 (CONT'D)

2) Types of support provided {ranked)

Review of Educational Materials
Problem-Solving
Referrals and Resources
Family Relations; Sharing Ideas, General Support
Moral Support, Health '
- Transportation
Nutrition, Parent Involvement, Financial Support

" supervision Received:

'1) Review of family problems with another

staff member : - Percent of Response
-prior to the visit . 28%
-following the visit 34%
-no special routine exits for ‘
discussing families 28%
-no response ’ : 10%

2) Staff person(s) involved in review

~Group meeting 42%
-Home Visitor Coordlnator , 21%
~-Director 17%
-~-Specialist or other staff 17%
~Outside Home Start 3%

Note: In terms of direct staff superv1sxon
in the home, only two projects provide
such supervision on a regular basis.
(e.g. once or twice a month). Four of
the 32 Home Visitors indicated that no
one ever accompanied them on Home Visits.

20



v

THE ACTUAL HOME VISIT

Iﬁtroduction ' J

The following section will address the focal treatment question:
"What is the Home Visitor actually doing in the home; how are the
parent and child responding?" Home visit interaction data, gathered
by on-site observation, will be displayed and analyzed to answer
these central questions.*

*Although the Home Visitor's role centers on the home visit itself,
many Home Visitors also conduct group meetings for parents and for
children. 1In addition, a thorough referral system frequently include
Home Visitor tasks not performed during the visit itself. To assist
the reader in placing home visits in this broader context, these acti-
vities are summarized here.

Group Meetings. Interviews with Home Visitors indicate that 53% of
them are conducting group meetings with adults on a regular basis (once
a week to once a month). Forty percent of Home Visitors have adult
group meetings less than once a month. Seven percent conduct no group
meetings. As for group meetings with children, the respective percen-
tages are somewhat lower -- regular basis (38%), less than once per
month (34%), no group activities (28%).

The nature of the adult group activities varies from parent meetings
» or special classes to field trips and social activities. Child activi-
i ties are mostly field trips, story-times, or socially oriented.

Home Visitors report that  these group activities provide some opportunity
for male involvement. Only 18% of Home Visitors have no evening acti-
vities, and a minority, 38%, hold no weekend activities for parents.

Referral System. In programs where the individual Home Visitor assumes
overall responsibility for coordinating agency services she must allot

a substantial amount of her time to making arrangements with agencies
and to providing periodic assistance to families who use the agencies
(e.g., transportation, follow-up, etc.). Interviews with 30 Home Visi-
tors show that the typical program is using an average of 12 service
agencies. :Most of the agencies provide psychological/social or health
services. Some provide nutritional assistance while only a few serve
educational needs. It is interesting to note that in the case of 55%
of the agencies utilized the referral contact is made directly by the
Home Visitor. (Twenty-two percent of the agencles are contacted direct-
ly by families, 14% are contacted by Home Start specialists, 7% are con-
tacted by a combination of families and Home Visitors.)

Thus, in addition to home visit responsibilities, at least S0% of the
Home Visitors also have the primary responsibility for frequent group
meetings and/or on-going utilization of community service agencies.
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The Actual Home Visit--Spring 1973

-

The Home Visitor/Family Interaction Observation Guide which was
used by observers to record interaction data during actual hone
visits can be found on page 37. The Home Visitors who were ob-
served were not randomly selected. On the contrary, the direc-l
tors were asked to identify two of their most experienced Home"
visitors. 'rhis was done in the belief that these Home Visitors
would be less threatened by outside observers and would thus
conduct these home visits while paying minimum attention to the
real or imagined expectations of the observer.

As for the families to be observed, these experienced Home
Visitors were asked to select two families, one family with whom
effective communication was on-going and one family with whom
further improvement was needed. Thus, while the following ob-
servation data reflect the behavior of the best of most experi-
enced Home Visitors, it does reflect their manner of working
with both more responsive and less responsive families.

The following tables are based on the observation of 57 home
visits across 15 Home Start sites. During the typical visit
interaction data on six different activities were recorded. Be-
fore presenting detailed data on the various interaction patterns,
the shape of a typical home visit can be described as follows:

The Actors -=- during 50% of the observed visits the
participants included only the Home Visitor,
parent and focal child. In 32% of the visits
one or more siblings were also involved. Another
adult was present in an additional 14% of the
visits observed.

The average age of the focal children was 4.4
years. Fifty percent were of each sex.

The Length of Visits -~ the average visit was 67 minutes,
One visit was as short as 15 minutes; another was
two and one half hours. Two-thirds of the visits
were between one-half hour and one and one-half hours.

The Frequency of Visits -~ the Home Visitor interviews
indicate that most visits are made on a once per
week basis.,

The Number of Activities per Visit -- 51 of the 57 visits
contained between three and nine distinct activities.

The Location of the Visit -- 56% of the activities occurred
in the living room, 26% in the kitchen, 7% in the
dining room, and 11l% outside the house.

.

22



Utilization of Materials =-- during 80% of the home visits
learning materials were introduced into at least one
of the visit's activities. (For 68% of the visits
this material was brought by the Home Visitor. 12%
of the visits utilized materials already in the home.)

In summagy,'gge typical home visit happened weekly for one hour
and involved only the parent and a four year old focal child.
During the visit three to nine different activities occurred
(mostly in the living room). At least one activity used materials
brought by the Home Visitor.

Pregsentation of Observation Data. Developing an effective way
of presenting this observation data is itself a challenging task.
This is true for three reasons:

1) A large amount of diverse data was collected for each
of the 57 visits (and 355 activities observed).

2) The observation instrument was newly constructed and
used an exhaustive checklist approach. Key factors
were identified only after the field data had been
tabulated. Less valuable categories will be collapsed
(or dropped) from later analysis and instrumentation.

3) The empirical approach described above is necessary
becaus2 there is no such reality as the "ideal home
vigsit." Effective interaction of its very nature
requires variety. No expert can describe what a
Home Visitor, a parent, or a child, is ideally doing
at any single point in time.

The following section will present the data in two ways. First,
there will be rather brief discuscinons nf the maior tvpes of data--
major interactions (e.g., Home Visitor to parent, child to parent);
.modes of interaction (e.g., asking, telling, listening); content

of Interaction {e.g., socializing, health, child play): an
impressions of communication style and tone (e.g., casual/formal
alert/tired). The tables upon which these discussions are based
may be found immediately after this section (pp. 28 -~ 29),

Second, the three major interaction patterns (Home Visitor to
parent, Home Visitor to child, and parent to child) will be
singled out for more detailed analysis. During this later part
of the section attention will focus on the relationship between
dominant interactions, modes of interaction and content of the
interaction. \ ‘
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"Wwho is interacting with whom?" The more notable findiﬂés regard-
ing "major interactions” include the following: (See table IV-1,
page 25.)

Rl othd

1) The major interaction of most activities originates
with the Home Visitor (64% of the time versus 23%
for parents and 13% for children).

2) The Home Visitor acts more frequently toward the child
(72% of the activitles) than toward the parent (50% of
the activities). Home Visitor-child interaction is
also the more dominant aspect of these activities
(38% versus 22% for Home Visitor-parent interaction).

3), The parent acts more frequently toward the child (61%
of activities) than toward the Home Visitor (42%).

4) The child acts toward the Home Visitor more than toward
the parent (50% versus 33%).

5) Home visits are almost always three-way interactions.
{Only 11% of the activitles had a major interaction
in which one party acted primarily upon a combination
of the two other parties.)

3

"what are the modes of interaction of the various actors?" The
observation data on "major modes of interaction" is displayed
below. The findings indicate that Home Visitors, parents, and
children have their own distinct ways of interacting with one
another. ‘
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-TABLE IV-1l

FREQUENCY OF MAJOR MODES OF INTERACTION
AS OBSERVED DURING SPRING '73 SITE VISITS

LESNE

f Activities During Which Mode Occurred , = Percent of Activities
rercent of ¢ = - During Which Mode is
70 [ Dominant
60
50 r"'. r.-a —
{
40 ) —
30 |
i
20 %
ARN ~
10 52; ///Fﬂ r// »
F

B s R B B8 DU B

HW P C HV P C HV P C HVYPC HVP C HVP C HVPC C

TELLING ASKING LISTEN~ EXPLAIN- SHOWING WATCHING UNINVOL- DOING

ING ING VED

HV ~ Home Visitor

P - Parent

C - Child

The above display highlights the following findings:
1) The Home Visitor plays a very pro-active role -- telling,

asking, explaining, showing (58%) of major modes, rather
than reactive -~ watching or listening (27% of major modes).

2) The parent is more re-active (44% watching and listening)

as opposed to telling, asking, explaining or showing (33%).
She is occasionally uninvolved (12%).
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3) The child is most frequently a doer (51% of major modes).
When verbally involved, these activities will more fre-
quently be of the declaratory variety -- telling, lis-

tening (22%) than of the more complex variety -- asking,
explaining (.01%). He/she is occasionally uninvolved
(13%).

4) As for “he complexity of verbal conversation alone, the
Home Visitor is usually complex (42% asking and explain-
ing as opposed to 1lsten1ng and telling). The parent's
verbal interaction is a reversal of the Home Visitor.

The parent's major verbal mode is more frequently telling
and listening (33%) rather than asking or explaining (15%).

"What is the content of the interactions?" The observation check-
list for each activity contained a list called "content of activity.'
The summary page for each home visit asked the observer to check
the learning opportunities given parents. The list used for this
surmary sheet was taken verbatim from the Home Start Guidelines
description of learning opportunities to be afforded to the Home
Start parent. A third means of monitoring the content of acti-
vities was found to be helpful. This third list was developed
after a number of the observation checklists were studied. 1Its
purpose was to tabulate the wide variety of "Descriptions of Acti-
vity" recorded by *he observer on the bottom of each observation
sheet. The summary data from each of these content lists are
presented below.

A study of three content tables (see pp. 33 to35 ) leads to the
following conclusions:

1) Child education via direct instructions or educational

play in the dominant content of two out of every three
activities.

2) While parent education related to child education may
occur in 33% of the activities, it is usually a secondary
theme which is dominant in only 7% of the activities.

3) As for the Home Start Guidelines, the emphasis is again
educational or informational stressing teaching the child,
using the tools of the environment for learning, encourag-
ing language development, and providing information about
health and nutrition. "Total Develcpment”", needs (either
in terms of the child's social and emotional development
or in terms of using community resources) appear to be a
secondary concern.

4) cChild-related activities center on concept development,
language, learning about the environment, and fine, motor
skills (pasting, coloring, cuttiny) rather than on ph?51~
cal matters such as gross motor skills, health, or nutri-

L tion.
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Thus, the content tables indicate that the dominant content of
home visit activities 1s direct education of the child.

"What is the style or tone of interactions?" Table IV-9 displays
the ratings which the observers gave to the style or tore of the
various actors (see page 36). When the "UNSTRUCTURED/STRUCTURED"
and "NON-DIRECTIVE/DIRECTIVE" pairs have removed from considera-
tion the behavior of Home Visitor, parent and child can usually
be described as positive, causal, calm, easy, confident, alert,
cooperative, relaxed, accepting, and helpful. While all parti-
pants project a positive tone (according to the observers) it

is the Home Visitor who appears to be most "at home" during the
visit. For example, the Home Visitor is observed to be confident
(91%), alert (93%), and relaxed (95%) on almost all occasions.
The parent and child, however, appear to be confident, alert and
relaxed only 55-79% of the time.

While the "UNSTRUCTURED/STRUCTURED" and "NON-DIRECTIVE/DIRECTIVE"
pairs do not indicate that the Home Visitor "controls" the inter-
action in an obvious manner, the above data on style or tone
(along with the previous interaction data) raise the question

of whether the Home Visitor is not in fact establishing an at-
mosphere which is not somewhat more conducive to her own psy-
chological needs than to those of the parent or child.

NOTE: Areas of Strength and Areas of Concern will
be identified and discussed following the
next section which analyzes the relationshipg
between major interactions, modes of inter-
action, and content of interactions.

Analysis of Interrelationship among Dominant Interactions, Modes of
Interaction, and Content of Interaction. The preceding section
presented descriptive data on the various interactions, modes of
interaction and content of interactions which occurred during the
observed home visits. By identifying the most frequently occurring:
elements of each table, it was possible to develop an overall
- description of the role of each actor, the modes of interactions
he/she most frequently used, and the degree to which a limited ,
number of content areas appeared to be the dominant home visit themes.
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The previous information generates further questions (e.q.,
"How did the content of Home Visitor-parent interaction differ
"from the content of Home Visitor-child interaction?", "How
was the mode of interaction affected by the content of the
interaction?"” or "pid the interactors change their modes of
interaction when they turned their attention from one party
to another?"). Only the rows and columns with a relatively
high proportion of the available cases will be further in-
spected and summarized in the following discussions., (For
example, the Home Visitor to parent, Home Visitor to child,
and parent to child interactions account for 75% of the
interaction cases. To show how the other interaction cases
(11 or less for any other interaction) are spread across
eight modal categories, or 18-23 content categories, would
not produce meaningful information. (Some categories will be
comvined where appropriate.)

TABLE IV-2

® When the Dominant
Interaction is
HOME VISITOR ‘TO PARENT

(22% of All Activities)

THE CHILD 1St
n=

THE HOME VISITOR IS THE PARENT IS:

/ Tetling
. 20%
f.istening £
- 51y
. Other

18%

THE CONTENT 1S

Explaining 'hild Teaching 129
Kocializing 17V
341 qfamily Mang. 14t
jOther Family 14%
Matters
fducational 83

Other 114

{n=d4) {n=43)
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TABLE IV-3

® When the Dominant

Interaction 1s

HOME VISITOR TO CHILD

(38% of All Activities)

THE HOME VISITOR 1S

Showing JAsking

278

Explaining
238

{n=74)

THE PARENT 1St
n=

‘ -Listening

s

-Telling/Asking

THE CHILD 1S:

THE CONTENT IS:

Educational 56\
Play

Direct 32%
Instruction

Other 124

Listening

TABLE IV-4

e When the Dominant

Interaction is

PARENT TO CHILD

(15% of All Activities)

THE PARENT 1S%

Telling
17%

Explaining
20%

(n=30)

THE CONTENT IS:
Edycational Sd%
Direct 316s

Instruction
Other 104
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THE CHILD IS:

Listeni
20% 59
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The preceding display reinforces the earlier findings regarding
home visits, i.e., the Home Visitor interacts more frequently with
the child than with the parent, and the dominant content of hope
interaction is educational. The displays have a unique value when
used to address the following questions: '

PRESUMING THAT THE HOME VISITOR IS MOST FREQUENTLY
INVOLVED IN DIRECT EDUCATION OF THE CKILD, IS THE
PARENT PARTICIPATING IN THIS INTERACT.ON IN SUCH A
WAY AS TO DEVELOP HER OWN TEACHING SKILLS?

The data indicate the following: N

1) When the Home Visitor is educating the child,
parent involvement is often limited to watching
(35%) or listening (12%). 1In nearly one-fourth
of these activities she is uninvolved.

2) When parent to child interaction dominates an activity,
the activity is usually educational and the parent is
involved in explaining, telling, asking, showing. (The
Home Visitor is watching and explaining.)

Point two indicates that the parent may be repeating or "prac-
ticing" the teaching skills which she sees the Home Visitor
performing with her child. This tends to support a presumption
of parent skill development. Point one, on the other hand,
indicates that the parent may not be sufficiently involved in
Home Visitor-child educational activities so as to conceptualize
for herself the skills which are being demonstrated. For
example, if the parent were more frequently asking questions

of the Home Visitor, and if she were less frequently uninvolved,
one could assume a greater effort on heér part to conceptualize
for herself the skills which she was observing.

The concern over the depth of the parent's involvement in child
education is supported by an examination of Home Visitor to
parent interaction. Here again, the parent's interaction is
usually re-active, and in only one-fourth of the activities
is child teaching or educational play the dominant content.
Following the home visit the parent was briefly interviewed
by the observer. One question was: "What one thing has the
Home Visitor done with you that has made the most difference
to you personally?" While the most frequent response involved
improved parent teaching skills, this category covered only
26% of the total responses. This rather low percentage again
raises the question as to whether parent teaching skills are
sufficiently taught (by the Home Visitor) and practiced (by
the parent) so as to support the significant improvement of
parent teaching skills. R

P

In conclusion, the Home Visitor Interviews and the Home Visit
. Observation Data help to identify the following areas of
strength and areas of concern:
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Areas of Strength

e The actual Hume Visitor is usually quite similar to the
. ldeal Home Visitor projected by local project management.
In fact, actual Home Visitors appear to have had more
experience in working with adults than is required of
them by the projection of an ideal Home Visitor.

o Home Visits are made frequently (once per week) and are
long enough- (more than one hour) to involve both parent
and child in a wide variety of activities.

¢ Home Start children definitely receive abundant
attention during home visits. Such involvement is
usually action-oriented and encourages the child to
develop various fine motor, basic concept, and
language skills.

® The parent definitely has the frequent opportunity
to observe the Home Visitor and her child in direct
instruction and educational play.

e The Home Visitor appears eager to discuss a variety
of matters with the parent allowing time for socializing
and the handling of a number of personal and family
management questions,

e Finally, the style or tone of communication is almost
always positive (on the part of the Home Visitor) and
positive or neutral (on the part of the parent and
child).

Areas of Concern

e While local administrators verbally support the objec-
tive that Home Visitor-parent. interaction should be
the dominant theme of home visits, they do not usually
reflect this objective in their hiring and staff develop-
ment practices.

e The observation data show that Home Visitor-child, rather
than Home Visitor-parent, is in fact the dominant theme
of most home visits. (

e The observation data further show that the parent may
not be sufficiently involved in Home Visitor-child
educational activities to enable her to conceptualize
(for herself) the teaching skills being performed.

In addition, the parent's involvement in Home Visitor-
parent interaction is usually limited to listening and
telling and may not be intensive enough to allow for the
learning of actual teaching skills.

&
e While the use of community services is given some
attention, such activities appear too limited to sup-
Q - port the objective of helping the parent to become a
ERIC self-sufficient utilizer of these resources.
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TABLE IV-5

FREQUENCY OF MAJOR HOME VISIT INTERACTIONS

OBSERVED DURING SPRING '73 SITE VISITS
Percent of Activi-
ties During Which Percent of Activi
MAJOR INTERACTIONS Interaction is - ‘ties During Which
Actor Acted Upon Dominant Interaction Occur
H v Parent 22% 47%
0 I Child 38% 72%
M S Parent &
E I Child 4% 12%
64%
T
o)
R
|
L] 4 ’:%
P Home Visitor 6% 42%
A Child 15% 61% J
R Home Visitor &
E Child 23 142
3%
N
T
-
c Home Visitor 7% 50%
H Parent 1% 33%
I Home Visitor &
L Parent 5¢ 16%
13%
D 100%

*This column is not based upon a mutually exclusive coding system but is
instead a representation of the total number of activities during which
Thus, more than one mode may be tallied within the

the mode occurred.

same activity, and percentages will total more than 100%.
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TABLE IV-6

CONTENT OF EACH ACTIVITY IN TERMS OF
OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

_ Percent of Activi-
Percent of Activi- ties During Which
: : ties During Which this Content was

Content of Activity Content Occurred Dominant
Socializing 27% 8%
Discussing Current Problems 11% ' 0%
Referrals

Education _ 1% 0%

Health 3% 0%

Nutrition 2% 4%

Psych/Social 1% 0%

Group Meeting Planning 1% 0%

-Field Trip Planning 2% 2%
Parent Education

Family management 6% ' 3%

Child management 43 0%

Child teaching 39% 7%

Other family matters 7% 3%
Child Education

Direct instructions £ ' 29% 23%
Educational play 52% ’ 43%
Other 6% 5% .
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TABLE 1V=-7

CONTENT OF THE ENTIRE HOME VISIT IN TERMS OF PARENT LEARNING
OPPORTUNITIES LISTED IN THE "HOME START GUIDELINES"

Parental Learnlng Percent Provided During
Opportunity Entire Home Visit
-Teaching the child 95%
-Totaldevelopment of the child 18%
~ [~Various approaches to child-rearing ' 18%
1-Ways of using elements to the child's : ~
“typical environment as teaching tools 53%

~Ways to turn everyday experlences
into constructive learning experiences

for the child 30%
—Ways of encouraging children's lan- ,
guage development ; 47%

-Ways to enhance children's social
and emotional development - 21%

-Various possible effects of the inter-
action between parents, children and

other family members ' 19%
-Specific information about health
and nutrition 39%

-Various resources in the community
and how to use them 32%
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" TABLE IV-8

CONTENT OF EACH ACTIVITY IN TERMS OF DESCRIPTION
OF ACTIVITIES WRITTEN BY OBSERVERS

PERCENT OF
DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY OCCURANCE
CONTENTS OF CHILD
FINE MOTOR: Pasting, coloring, cutting, 17%
painting, building blocks, etc.
GROSS MOTOR: Jumping rope, walking in straight 3%
line, hopping, physical exercise, etc.
BASIC CONCEPTS: Counting, color identification, 23%

shape identification, propositions
matching, comparisons, learning
alphabet, etc.

LANGUAGE: Sﬁory telling and discussing 10%
pictures. ‘
MUSICAL ACTIVITY: Sing song, rhythm, etc. 4%
SELF~-IMAGE: Self-identification; talking about 4%
parts of the body; emotions, etc.
LEARNING ABOUT ENVIRONMENT: Talking about 11%
community and environment.
HEALTH FOR CHILD w/CHILD: Dental and medical. 1%
NUTRITION w/CHILD: Discussions with child about 2%
what he ate and his interest in food.
TOTAL = 75%
PARENT RELATED ACTIVITIES
HEALTH 5%
NUTRITION 4%
PSYCHOLOGICAL/SOCIAL
Employment 1%
Legal Services 1%
Other Community Agencies (Welfare, etc.) 2%
Interpersonal Problems 1%
EDUCATION FOR PARENT 1%
EDUCATION FOR FOCAL CHILD 9%
EDUCATION FOR SIBLING: (discussion about school, 1%
etc.) ’
TOTAL = 25%
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TABLE IV-9

IMPRESSION OF COMMUNICATION STYLE¥*
{(As Rated by the Home Visit Observer)

; r’Home Visitor Parent . Child
Positive/ 96% 84% 77%
Negative c - 0% _ 0% 2%
Casual/ - 84% 84% . 85%
Formal , 2% 9% S 4%
Calm/ 90% 82% - 65% i
Excited 0% 2% i8¢
Unstructured/ ' 36% 59% 58% o
Structured . 38% . 26% 14% -
Easy/ 96% 82% - 71% ,
Difficult 0% 2% 9%
Confident/ 91% 55% 58%
Nervous 2% 12% 12%
Non-Directive/ 48% - 52% 55%
Directive 32% 39% 20%
Alert/ 93% = 71% 79%
Tired . 4% 7% 42
Cooperative/ 98% 91% 81%
.Competitive
Relaxed/ 95% 61% 65%
Guarded 2% 14% 14%
Accepting/ 96% 89% 86%
Rejecting 0% 0% 2%
Helpful/ 100% ... .. 84% 84%
@ Unhelptul 0% 0% 0%
ERIC

am=mm *Neutral Ratings have not been included in this table 36



TABLE IV-10 . 1I1.D.2
HOME VISITOR/FAMILY INTERACTION .

Srogram OBSERVATION GUIDE Family
AAT Obscrver 4 , Home Visitor o
Activity #1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Time Begun : Visit #1 2 3 4
HOME VISITOR FOCAL PARENT FOCAL: CHILD 24
i
s HV—> P P—> HV C—>HV QL
2] o) *
gg% RV —>C P—>C _C——>P QG
. . b=
T HA HV—>P & C - P—>HV & C C—>HV & P b
o Telling Telling Télling
© , .
5 Asking Asking Asking Ba
-— — - 0w
U ] 1] (] »
5 Listening Listening Listening =0
o - : - ot
E Explaining Explaining Explaining g o
H S————— ——— - ad - LCY
o Showing Showing Showing 2 i
O , . Y e
0 Watching Watching Watching - &
§ Uninvolved ___ Uninvolved .. Uninvolved a
ﬁé Other: Other: Doing: 8
g __other:
P __C socializing Parent Education a
Hrd
o __P __C Discussing current problems ___ Family Management @
2 : &
N Referrals ___Child Management ¥
H H\’
& _P C - Education ___ Child Teaching o
& )
N _F ¢ - lealth ___ Other Family Matters o
() b
- iti . 4
3 _F_c Nutrition Child Education 2]
L} - . . ~ .
g; ~FP_c Psych/Soc ___ Direct Instruction .%
z . .
g _pP_cC Group Meeting Planning . Educational Play Q
__P __C Field Trip Planning v
) ___ Other:
Description of Activity:
£,
N
EMCion: ’ 37




MATERIALS USED:

Describe:

None

_ Provided by Home Visitor

In Home

Time Ended

3?a
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COST ANALYSIS OF GRANT EXPENDITURES AND LEVERED
RESOURCES WiTH ADDENDA ON REFERRALS

Introduction

One of the most important objectives of Home Start is the cap-
turing of a sufficient amount of community services in order to
meet a significant portion of the service needs of Home Start
families.* One of the most appropriate ways to measure this
objective is to approximate the dollar value of the services

which local projects have been able to capture. This section
calculates the dollar value of such projected on a per unit basis,
describes the most frequent types of services captured and briefly
examines the adequacy of the referral method as the basic means of
capturing such services. Finally, areas of strength and concern
are identified.

The cost data in this chapter and the Appendix present a picture
of how Home Start projects plan to allocate their resources to
both OCD federal dollars and levered resources. Presented here
are:

e A breakdown of projected expenditures
(federal OCD grant) by budget line item;

¢ Type and magnitude of anticipated levered
resources;

e Breakdown of projected program expenses
(levered resources plus OCD federal grant
dollars) by functional category; and

® Regionalized salary variations

Ranges are given over all 15 projects with regard to the above
data. Examining these ranges, while taking into account project-
specific characteristics (urban, rural, regional salary varia-
tions, etc.,) leads to explanations of why programs differ in

their projected expenditure patterns. Comparing average functional
category costs with guidelines established for programs comparable
to Home Start provides answers to such questions as: Do Home Start
projects plan to spend too much or too little on overhead or admin-
istrative costs? Areoccupancy costs too high?

*The display on the following page compares Home Start family
income to poverty thresholds to give one illustration of the
level of need experienced by program families.
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TABLE V-1

% DEFICIENECY OF AVERAGE FAMILY
INCOME ~ROM POVERTY LEVEL

Average Income Deficiency: | 38%

Average Family Income: .§3337
Basic Designatud Average Family Size: 3.7 »
Poverty Level Basic Designated Poverty Level
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The summary cost data presented in this chapter are based on
projected federal grant expenditures and projected levered
resources of 15 Home Start projects for the year March 1,1973-
March 1,1974, Of the 16 pilot Home Start projects, the pro-
ject in San Diego, California was nol included in the summary
data as it was not yet fully operational. Information on the
other 15 sites was obtained during field visits conducted in

the Spring of 1973. The statistics which describe project ex~
penditure and total project expenses are therefore projections,
or estimates based on past experience, of how the Home Start pro-
jects are allocating their funds during the program year 1973-74
and what amounts and types of contributed resources they will
capture during that period.

Field staff visited the Home Start projects to gather information
on two basic types of projected income - money budgeted as the
federal share of the Office of Child Development Home Start grant
and other resources captured by the projects using the OCD grant.
These other resources are designated in the tables and in the
following discussion as "levered resources" and include a broad
range of goods and services contributed to the Home Start program
and Home Start families. An integral part of the services which
the Home Start program provides to participating families is help-
ing them secure already existing services from other sources. Many
of these services are not part of the costs of running the Home
Start program per se, but they do reflect ways in which Home Start
has helped participating families. Although Home Start families
are eligible for many of these services outside of the Home Start
program, the Home Start program can make a substantial contribution
to improving their economic conditions by helping Home Start fami-
lies to use a wide variety of such services.

Levered resources include:

1. in~kind contribution in the narrow sense of
non-cash, non-federal contributions which
can be used by programs as matching funds
for federal money:;

2. gsalaries of shared staff and consultants
- paid for with federal money other than
Home Start funds (such as Head Start, Equal
Employment Act, Office of Economic Opportun-
ity, Department of Labor);

3. services and goods from other agencies used
directly by Home Start families through the
assistance of the Home Start program (such as
USDA surplus food, state social workers, public
health clinics}.
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Thus, levered resources include more than the value of goods and
services which contribute to the cost of running the Home Start
program per se. It also includes the value of resources that the
Home Start program was able to capture for the benefits of parti-
cipants, whether or not such resources were used in the program
or provided to participants outside of the program. Thus, the
broader category used here is meant to answer the broader product
or outcome question ~- "what resources are the programs using?”
However, at least 50% of levered resources contribute to actual
program costs as opposed to levered resource, which families use
outside of the Home Start program.

Projected levered resources were obtained from director interviews
and, in most cases, were based on last year's experience in cap- :
turing levered resources. Project directors were asked to estimate
the guality and value of levered resources that the project or i
project families would use. When possible, phone calls were made .
to the contributor of the levered resources to verify the director's
_estimates. Otherwise, OEO guidelines were used as a basis to
valuate donated services.

The following charts and narrative presenﬁ‘summary cost data on -
fifteen Home Start projects in terms of budget line item, func-
tional categorles, unit costs, levered resources and regionalized
salaries. All mmary parcentages were c&mputed by averaging the
individual site percentages for each catedory. Thus, these summary
averages will differ somewhat from the pegcentage computed by divid+
ing the total national dollar expendlturelper category by the total:
of all projected budgets. However, as there is minimal variance

of across project grant size, the summary percentages approximate
the percentage of total national dollars expended. -

Appendix B contains the site-specific data on each of the fifteen
projects from which this summary data was compiled.

Perceﬁtages of Projected Federal Home Start Grant Expenditures
by Budget Line Item

The following table represents projected expenditure patterns

for budgeted Home Start funds {(federal share) as estimated by

Home Start directors. During field visits, project directors

were asked if they anticipated any changes in the expenditure
patterns budgeted in the federal share of the Home Start grant
application budget. 1In all cases, when changes were indicated

they were minor. In addition, some programs indicated that there
would probably be some, presently undétermined, changes in 1973-74
expenditures. Thus, although budgeted expendltures may differ some-~
what from actual expenditures, present interview data from the sltes
indicate that such differences will be minor.
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TABLE V-2

SUMMARY DATA FOR 15 HOME START PROJECTS
GRANT EXPENDITURES BY BUDGET LINE ITEM

Percentages of Projected Federal Home Start

Grant Expenditures by Budget Line Item

Average Median Range
Salaries B 66% 67% 57% - 79%
Fringe Benefits 8% 7% 5% - 11%
Contract/Consultant . 8% 6% 2% - 18%
Travel 8% 8% 2% - 13%
Space and Utilities 2% 2% 0% - 7%
Supplies 4% 3% 2% - 9%
Equipment 1% : 13 0% - 4%
Other 2% 2% 0% - 6%
Total 100%
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By far the largest budgetary category is salaries. Salaries

and fringe benefits account for 74% of the average Home Start
budget. This is a reasonable percentage since the Home Start
program deals mainly in services rather than goods. Guidelines
established for day care services at day care centers, a simi-
larly labor-intensive industry, set jverage percentage of budget
spent on salaries and fringe at 76%.

- The range of salaries alone (not including fringe) varies from
79% - 57%. The project with the highest percentage of projected
expenditures for salaries (Ohio) had one more Home Visitor than
the program wide average. It also had three staff members, other
than home visitors, budgeted for salaries well above the Home Start
average for specialist. This fact appears to explain the high per-.
centage. The project with the second highest percentage budgeted
for salaries (Alaska) budgeted higher than average salaries for

all staff, including Home Visitors. This is not surprising since,
as a state, Alaska has the highest regional teachers' salaries and -
also the highest cost of living in the country. (See Adjusted
Salaries, page 57.) -

Contract and consultant services make up 8% of the average budget.
The range for this item is large, 2% - 18%, The programs with '
the highest percentages budgeted for contract and consultant ser-
vices had large amounts budgeted for medical and dental services.

The next largest budgetary item is travel. The range in percent-
age of expenditures budgeted for travel (2% -~ 18%) is roughly

an urban-rural split with urban programs tending to spend less on .
travel and rural programs more. West Virginia (13.3%) and the Texas
Migrant Council (12.7%) account for the highest travel percentages.: .

As for very low budgetary percentages, space and utilities account
on the average for a very low 2% of the budget. This is partially
because Home Start is a home based program but partially because
the largest type of levered resources across the program is donated
space.

Supplies also account for a low percentage of the budget - an
average of 4%. This program with the highest percentage (Massa-
chusetts) is spending close to 55,000 on supplies for a Parent
Resource Center. Other programs with high percentages tend to
spend more than average on educational supplies and food supplies.

The "Other" category in the case of most programs, includes ex-
pendltures for babysitting and other parent activity funds, insuranc
and contingency funds.

1"A Study in Child Care,” Abt Associates, 1371
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Projected Levered Resources

TABLE v-3
AMOUNT OF PROJECTED LEVERED RESOURCES

Amount of Projected Number of
Levered Resources Projects

$0 - §10,000 : 3

$10,000 - $20,000 5

$20,000 - $30,000 2

$30,000 - $40,000 1

$40,000 - $50,000 2 .
$50,000 - $60,000 1 '
$60,000 - $70,000 -

$70,000 - $80,000 -

$€0,000 -~ $90,000 ' 1

Tabel V-3 illustrates projected resource leverage for the various
sites. The following table shows the fifteen Home Start programs
are presently projecting a total of approximately $420,000 in
levered resources. $125,000 of this total represents contribu-
tions from other federal agencies such as the Office of Economic
Opportunity, Head Start, Equal Employment Opportunity, Department
of Agriculture, Department of Labor and donations from grantee
agencies financed by federal funds. The rest, approximately
$295,000, represents contributed services and goods paid for by
state and local (city or county) governmental agencies or by
prlvate Sources.

The average amount of projected levered resources per program

is $28,061 or approximately 28% of the Home Start budget. Table
V-3 shows the number of programs with projected levered resources
within the indicated ranges. .

West Virginia, whose projected federal levered resources are almost
$40,000 and whose total projected levered resources are by far the
highest recplves an 0.E.0 grant which pays for the salaries #f six

" home visitdrs, and some administrative costs. This allows for a
higher enrollment in West Virginia. Taking this unusual circumstance
into consideration and noting that the largest number of programs (5)
have a projected levered resource total within the $10,000-$20,000
range, a better indicator of central tendancy for amount of levered
inkind is probably the median -~ $19,670 per project or about 20% of
the Home Start budget.
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TABLE V-4

SUMMARY DATA FOR 15 HOME START PROJECTS

DOLLAR VALUE OF LEVERED RESOURCES

T
Dollar Value of Projected Program
Resources Levered by OCD Budget:
NATIONAL TOTALS
State-
Federal Local Private _JXotal
Services $105,486 $ 98,517 | $ 67,539 §571,542
Goods 20,053 28,351 100,968 149,372
TOTAL $125,539 | $126,868 | $168,507 | $420,914
>
Dollar Value of Projected Program
Resources Levered by OCD Budget:
PROJECT AVERAGES
-
State- .
Federal Local Private Total
Services $ 7,032 $ 6,568 |$ 4,503 | % 18,103
Goods 1,337 1,890 6,731 9,958
Total $ 8,369 $ 8,458 | $ 11,234 | $ 28,061
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The program with the lowest projected levered resources (Tennessee-
$3660) indicated several sources of levered resources but in most
cases was unable to give any indication of expected quantity or’
value of the contribution. It was impossible to impute a dollar
value to possible donated services. The program with the next
lowest projected levered resources (Texas Migrant Council $6810)
projects substantial levered resources only in health.

The total dollar value of levered resources by functional category
is represented in the bar graph on page 47. Levered resources
which contribute to Occupancy costs (mainly donated space) make up
the largest part of total levered resources, 23%. The second larg-
est category is health, which is 18% of the total. Direct Service
levered resources account for 58% of the total.

The charct on page 48 gives the number of programs which expect
to capture certain types of levered resources. Medical check-ups,
shots, immunizations and test are the most frequent types of cap-
tured Health services., These services are provided by private
doctoers as well as public health clinics, while dental screenings
and follow-up are provided almost exclusively by private dentists.

Nutritionists who contribute time to the Home Start program are
generally from county or state extension offices. Some of these
work directly with Home Start parents and are listed under Nutrition.
Others work with staff and are included under Career Development.
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TABLE V-5

TOTAL DOLLAR VALUE OF PROJECTED LEVERED RESOURCES
BY FUNCTIONAL CATEGORY FOR 15 HOME START PROJECTS

100,000

95,000

90,000

85,000

80,000

75,000

70,000 b/

65,000 {¥//

60,000 ‘A

55,000 ‘/’1

50,000 |V /

45,000

40,000

35,000

30,000

25,000

20,000

15,000

10,000

5,000

o
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Nutritio;
Education
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- Federal

Administration
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Career Development
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TABLE V-6

MOST FREQUENT TYPES OF LEVERED RESOURCES

Number of Programs
Most Frequent types: which Project Capturing
_ 05 levered resources the levered resource

HEALTH

Medical check-ups, shots, tests : 1
Dental screenings and follow-up
Speech and Hearing screenings
Vision screenings
Nurse

Family Planning

Do T OV PO

NUTRITION

Nutritionists
Food

N 0

PSYCH/SOCIAL

Psychologists for family 8
Counseling & Testing
Used clothing

Social Workers 5

~J

EDUCATION

Volunteer Aides 9
Community Volunteers

(Policemen, firemen,librarians)
Home Visitor Salaries

(West Virginia and Massachusetts)

N b

PARENT DEVELOPMENT

Classes for parents
Contributions to Parent
Resource Center

N

ADMINISTRATION

Bookeeping or Accounting Services
Salaries of shared administrative staff
Secretarial labor

Legal Services

wwuya,n

CAREER DEVELOPMENT

In-sexrvice consultants; psychologists,nutritionalists, 10
early childhood education specialist
Staff training courses or workshops at local colleges 8

OCCUPANCY

Donated Space : 13
Furniture or Equipment 8

[1<i(lehé’¢.lue of these salaries were pro-rated across the categories according
SN to gtaff time records. However the bulk of them were pro-rated for Education.




Functional Cousts: Procedures

The following tables present summary data on functional cost
analysis. The categories selected for a funciional breakdown
of program expenditures can be divided into two groups: direct
services and indirect services (Overhead). Direct Services
include Home Services (Health, Nutrition, Psychological/Social
Services and Education) and Parent Development. Indirect '
services are Administration, Career (or Staff) Development

and Occupancy.

Since on the average 74% of Home Start expenditures (OCD grant,
federal share) are spent on salaries and fringe benefits, the
-most important element in a breakdown of expenditures by
functional category is an estimate of how staff members spend:
their time. Staff time records were sent to Home Start program
to be filled out by all Home Start staff on a weekly basis

for at least a four week time period. The staff members were
asked to record the amount of time spent in activities related
to the functional categories. The categories were defined,
roughly, as follows:

Home Services include time actually spent by staff members in
‘the home, planning for home visits and traveling to and from
the home. It also includes time spent making referrals or
helping families obtain direct assistance from other agencies,
Staff members were asked to indicate what part of each Home
Visit was spent in Health, Nutritional, Psych/Social and Educa-
tion services.

Parent Development includes staff member's time spent working
directly with parents outside of home visits -- in parent group
meetings, at parent resource centers or in special classes

for parents.

Administration includes overall program and staff planning by
the director and most secretarial and accounting labor, as
well as time spent in local recordkeeping.

Career or Staff Development includes time spent in staff training
whether on the job among staff members in the program, with
in-service consultants or at special staff workshops.

Occupancy, which accounted for very little, if any of staff
time, includes time spent maintaining the central Home Start
office. ‘
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These staff records were collected during the field visit to
the program. Averages were taken over the month to obtain an
estimate of what percentage of his/her time each staff member
spent in each category. These percentages were used to
pro-rate the staff members' salaries and fringe benefits
across the categories. Travel costs related to transportation
of Home Visitors to and from the Home were divided, proportion-
ately among the four "home Service" categories according to
amount of staff time spent in the home in each category.

The travel costs were added to home service categories since
they are not themselves a direct service but are part of the
costs of providing a direct service. As these travel costs
were incurred for the purpose of providing Home Services, they
were included in the costs of providing Home Services.

Other travel costs were added to either Administration or
Career Development, as appropriate. Most supplies were educa-
tional and the cost of these supplies allocated to Education.
Office supplies, telephone, printing, and xeroxing costs were
allocated to Administration. 'Space costs and other utilities,
and liability insurance were included under Occupancy.

Functional Costs: Summary Data

The following charts present 1) Average percentages of program
expenditures by functional category 2) Average percentages

of total program expenses by functional category and 3) Pie
charts which compare 1) and 2) graphically. ‘

Functional Costs: Findings

Administration expenditures averaged 24% of the federal budget.
This is acceptable for a multi-service program such as Home
Start. Guidelines for acceptable percent of administrative
costs spent by day care programs range from 12.5% to 25%.
Programs which provide services to parents as well as extensive
health, psych/social and nutrition services can be expected

to fall in the upper part of this range.

The range for administrative expenditures is 12% - 37%. Four
programs spend over 25% in administration. The largest factor
contributing to administrative costs in these cases is staff
time on non-Home Visitors spent in administrative rather than
Home Services.

The emphasis during Home Visits is on education - an average
23% of the total federal budget is spent providing direct
educational services. Provisgsions for health (15%) and
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TABLE V-7

SUMMARY DATA FOR 15 HOME START PROJECTS PROGRAM
EXPENDITURES (FEDERAL HOME START GRANT) BY FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES

Percentage of Projected Expenditures
[Federal Home Start Grant) .
Average Median Range
Home Services (Subtotal
Health 56%) 15% 15% 4% - 29%
Nutrition 7% 7% 0% - 14%
psych/Social 11% 11% 5% -~ 16%
Education 23% 24% 36% - 15%
Parent Development 2% 1% 0% - 8%
Administration 24% 24% 12% - 37%
Career Development 16% 14% 7% - 32%
Occupancy 2% 1% 0% - 5%
Total » 100%
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.~ TABLE V-8

SUMMARY DATA FOR 15 HOME START PROJECTS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PROGRAM
EXPENSES (GRANT EXPENDITURES PLUS LEVERED RESOURCES) BY FUNCTIONAL CATEGORY

3

 Percentage of Total Projected Expenses
(Grant Expenditures plus Levered Resources)
Average Median Range
Home Services(Subtotal 56%).
Health 16% 15% 3% - 30%
Nutrition 7% 7% 0% - 10%
Psych/Social 12% 12% 6% - 18%
Education 21% : 20% 14% - 32%
Parent Development 3% 3% 0% - 8%
Administration 21% 20% 12% - 38%
Career Development 14% 13% 1% - 2/%
Occupancy 6% 6% 1% = 15%
Total 100% -
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Psych/Social (11%) services have the next largest percent
of expenditures. The least amount of money is spent providing
nutrition services (7%).

The two pie charts on page 53 compare the average percentages

of projected expenditures (Federal Home Start grant alone) with
average percentages of total projected expenses (projected
Federal grant expenditure plus projected levered resources).

Generally, the two charts are very similar. The difference in
percentages for the same functional category reflects the

amount of levered resources for that category. The percentage
spent on Occupancy is 2% for projected federal grant expenditures
and 6% for total projected expenses. Occupancy-accounts for

the largest portion of levered resources across the fifteen
projects.

The percentage for "Home Services" is the same in both cases
(56%). "Health" comprises 16% of the total when levered
resources are added- (instead of 15%) while Education drops

2%. This again reflects the use of levered resources in
Health rather than Education areas. When projected levered
resources are added, the average percent spent on Administra-
tion changes from 24% to 21% and only three of the projects are
above the acceptable 25% limit for percentages of administra-
tive expenses,

Unit Costs

Unit costs for the summary data for 15 Home Start projects

are based on enrollment at the end of February, 1973 as reported
in the Home Start Information System. Unit costs for West
Virginia based on Projected Federal Home Start Grant expenditures
are substantially lower than any other project because of higher
enrollment made possible by an 0.E.O. grant which pays for six
Home Visitor salaries and which is not included in the Federal
Home Start Grant Expenditures.

The projects with the lowest per unit costs based on Total
Projected Expenses were TMC and Tennessee. TMC's grant budget

was lower than any other project's and Tennessee had the smallest
amount of projected levered resources. The projects with the
highest per unit costs based on total expenses were Alaska

and Massachusetts which have the highest per unit levered resources.

On a program wide average each family receives $1418 of services
per year from Home Start expenditures and approximately $380

of additional services and goods captured by the program in
levered resources. As a review of the program cesting shows,

the $380 figure is quite representative of nine of the 15 projects;
four have much higher and two have much lower per family levered
resource unit costs.

54



TABLE V-10

SUMMe 27 DA ol 15 HOME START PROJECTS UNIT GO

Projected Federal Home Start Grant Expenditure :
_“Rverage Median *Rangc T
— N - e
Per 'amity ‘ $1418 $139¢ | $83£~$2070
rer Tocal Child $1207 $1075 $585-$1991
Por Focal parent §1191 §1179 $601-$1745
Per Target Child $ 733 $ 728 ‘ $369-5 966
Por Family Momber § 769 § 242 §147-5 452 |
Levered Resources

Average Median Range
Per Family ’ $381 $285 $46-$981
Per Focal Child $321 ' $266 : $§37-5943
Per Focal Parent $332 $285 $25-$825
Per Target Child $194 $164 $24-$456
Per Family Member § 74 $ 56 $ 9-$214

Total Projected Expenses

(Grant Expenditures plus Levered Resources)
_ Average Median Range
Per fFamily $1799 ’ $17233 $1292-$3051
per rocal chila “Ts1528 s1ass | 5105452934
Por Focal Parent | "T$1523 o s1a98 | T TS Gmassasio
Par Targot Child $ 927 $ 932 $ 537-51422
Por vauily Member s34 T T TS 295 [T TS 1858 666
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Functional Costs per Family Unit

A functional cost breakdown has been presented for the typical
program. A variety of unit costs have also been displayed.
The following table uses the functional data to monetize the
amount of functional effort directed at the typical Home Start

family.
' TABLE V-11
FUNCTIONAL COST ON A PER FAMILY BASIS ’
Federal Home Start _

Grant Expenditures Levered Resources Total

Health $213 $75 $288
Nutrition 99 27 126
Psych/Social 156 60 216
Education 326 - 52 378
Parent Development 28 26 . 54
Administration 340 38 378.
Career Development 227 25 252
Occupancy 28 80 108
Totals 1418 . 380 1798

Regional Adjustment of Project BudgetE
Adjustment in terms of Regional Salary Variation

Regional differences in salaries and cost of living affects the
buying power of Home Start dollars. Since salaries comprise by
far the largest part of Home Start expenditures and since infor-
mation on regional variation in teacher's salaries was readily
available, salary adjustments were made to Home Start budgets to
give an indication of the relative value of individual project's
dollars. (See table v-12)

The "Adjustment Factors" were derived from information provided
by the National Education Association in a chart of "Average
Salary of Instructional Staff in Public Schools by State" for
1973. The range of adjustment factors for the fifteen programs
is 1.37 to .70. If the average amount spent on salaries and
fringe benefits - $74,428 - is adjusted by the limits of this
range, a range of buying-power for dollars spent of salaries and
fringe of $101,966 - $52,100 is obtained.

-~
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After adjustments were made, the Home Start project in Alaska,
which has the nation's highest cost of living, had the smallest
adjusted budget ($79,136) and the project in Arkansas had the
highest ($129,823). Relatively Alaska has the least amount

of buying power for its dollars and Arkansas has the most.

This difference is reflected in the staffing patterns of the ;
tow programs. The projects in Arkansas and Alaska spend approx-
imately the same amount on salaries. Arkansas has four more
full time staff members than does Alaska while Alaska pays its
staff members more ‘to compensate for the higher regional cost

of living.

This section has monetized the entire Home Start program.
Particular attention has been paid to determining the dollar
value of community services which have been secured for Home
Start families. Descriptive information on the particular nature
of these services has also been presented. The following addenda
will describe and examine the basic mechanism which local project
employ in securing these resources on an on-going basis, i.e.
the Referral Systemn.

TABLE V-12

ADJUSTMENT IN TERMS OF REGIONAL
SALARY VARIATIONS

Projectead Adjusted
Federal Home- Salaries Salaries &
Start Grant and Fringe Adijustment| Fringe - tAdjus
Expenditures Benefits Factor Benefits Total
Alabama $103191 $71281 1.25 $89101 $1210
Alaska 103515 81263 .70 56884
Arizona 100037 47580 .97 72343
Arkansas 100000 80603 1.37 110426
Kansas 104900 70940 1.19 84417
Massachusetts 99480 67680 .96 64973
Nevada 104800 81648 .93 75933
New York 103479 82264 .82 67456
North Carolina 100000 64602 1.11 71708
Ohio 100000 87955 1.09 95871
Tennessee 100000 67882 1.22 82816
Texas-Houston 100000 82356 1.16 95533
TMC 92309 53559 1.16 62128
Utah 100000 81378 1.18 96026
West Virginia 100000 68425 1.24 84847 116&
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ADDENDA ON REFERRALS: THE ROLE OF REFERRALS IN THE LEVERING
AND UTILIZATION OF COMMUNITY RESOURCES

The Role of Referrals and the Utilization of Levered Resources

For the Home Start program an activity was considered a referral
when a Home Start staff person made arrangements, or helped

a family to make arrangements, to receive needed services not
directly provided by the Home Start program. This may have

included such things as locating an agency or individual,
making an appointment and/or providing transportation. Re=-
ferral Services provided by agencies or individuals may have
been donated, paid for by another agency or paid in part or
full by Home Start.

Referrals play an important role in the services delivered by
Home Start to participating families. By directing families
to other agencies or programs which provide basic services to
low income families, Home Start programs can help the families
improve their ‘economic condition. Indeed, helping families

to make use of a wide variety of services available to them
outside the Home Start program is an important aspect of the
services Home Start provides.

Information was reported on the number of referrals made and

on the number of services actually received as a result of
referrals for focal children, parents and other family members.
Information was also provided on the types of organizations

and individuals providing services. This information reflected
the activities of 15 programs as one program was not operational
at the end of program Year I. Many programs reported few, if
any referrals during the first quarter because they were in

the start-up process. However, by the second quarter most
programs reported a substantial number of referrals. Thus, the
data reflects referrals for quarters 2-4.

It should be noted that during this start up year recordkeeping
and reporting procedures were being designed and revised.
Program changes from quarter to quarter and differences between
programs are, in part, due to errors and misunderstandings
resulting from inexperience with and changes in recordkeeping
and reporting procedures.

Quantity and Distribution of Referrals

For the last three quarters of the program year March 1, 1972 -
March 1, 1973 the 15 Home Start projects made a total of 11,000
referrals, directing Focal children, parents and other family
members to available services in the area of Health, Nutrition,
Psych/Social Services and Education. Of these referrals 8701,
or approximately 79% resulted in services received. The follow-
ing chart gives a breakdown, by service area of the number of
referrals made and the number resulting in services.

.

Q
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TABLE V-13--

- NUMBER OF REFERRALS BY SERVICE AREA
Hanaber of tubes ol réf;-rmi::

. referrals made resulting in service
lfcalth 7408 5914

wutrition 1076 £62
Psych/Sceial 1605 Ces 1224
Education,l,i : 911 - €41

Total ' . 11,000 8701

.

In the discussion which follows, unless otherwise indicated,
referrals will mean "referrals which resulted in service"
rather than total referrals-made, as only those referrals
which resulted in service were of benefit to Home Start
families.

The 8701 referrals resulting in service represent an average

of 580 referrals per program during the second through fourth
quarters of_the program year, or an average of eight referrals
per family.l The range over programs for referrals was
90~1349. For the average program the 580 referrals were divid-
ed among the service areas as follows: Health -3947 Nutrition -
58; Psych/Social 87; Education -41. .

In general, referrals seem to play a more important role in

the comprehensive services (Health, Nutrition, Psych/Social)
than in the educational component of Home Start, 93% of all
referrals focused on Health, Nutrition and Psychological/Social
needs, The charts below illustrate the parcentage of referrals
by service and the recipients of referrale. It can be seen that
the largest service is Health and the largest group of reciplent
is focal children,

+

TABLE V=15
LR
%

PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIENTS

OF FEFLERAL SERVICES

Focn 1\\\

TABLE V-14

PLURCENTAGE OF ROFLURDALS BY
/V }P th/

SERVICE AREA
o-"‘"“
L
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1
Based on average family enrollment as reported in the Home Start Information System
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The majorlty of health referrals involved physical check ups
for children. Parents, however, did receive the majority of
psychological/social and nutrition services, 67% and 68% respec-
tively.

The types of agencies most frequently used for referrals were:

Private doctors or dentists

Public health departments

Hospitals and clinics

Community Action Agencies (lncluding Head Start)
Welfare Departments

The following sections discusses the types of services secured
through referrals.

Health

68% or 5914 of all referrals were in the service area of health
The range among projects was 11% to 99%. 81% of the health
services were for focal children and all programs reported a
minimum of 50% of their health referrals for focal children. As
might be expected in a new program, the majority of services in-
volved general examination and immunizations. The information
indicates that the amount of treatment referrals increased toward
the end of the year as check ups were completed and more problems
identified. ’

TABLE V-16

INCREASE IN PERCENT OF HEALTH SERVICES FOR TREATMENT

$ Treatment . 25 ‘ ' 21% 75 % Diagnostic
20 15% 15% - 80
15 85
10 90
0 v 100
2 3 4
QUARTERS

‘The agencies and individuals most frequently used by programs to
deliver health services include the following.
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Private Doctors and Dentists
Public Health Departments
Hospitals and Clinics

Speech and Hearing Centers

Mental Health Centers

Family Planning Services

Agencies for Handicapped Children

Nutrition

Of the four comprehensive service areas, least emphasis has been
placed on nutrition services. Only 10% or 862 of the referrals
focused on nutrition. 68% of nutrition services were for parents
and 27% for focal children. This did not vary more than 1% dur-
ing the years. (As the parent is the one who controls the family
diet, this emphasis on the parent is understandable.)

The most frequently used community resource was food stamps. Other
resources mentioned by some programs includes:

e Department of Agriculture

® University nutrition and agricultural extension services
e Homemaker services - Nutrition aides

e Donated food

Psychological/Social

15% or 1284 services were reported for the psychological/social
area. The range among programs was 7% to 39%. 67% psych/social
referrals were for parents and 24% for focal children. The
percent for focal children decreased during the year from 29%

in the second quarter to 18% in the fourth quarter.

A wide range of organizations providing varied services were
involved in the delivery of psychological and social services. N
Those most frequently mentioned by programs include:

Community Action Agencies

Welfare Departments

Private Employers

Public and Private Employment Training

Housing Authorities

Legal Aid

Youth Groups {Scouts, Boys Clubs, YMCA, YWCA Community
Youth Programs)

Various church-sponsored social service agencies,
Salvation Army.

Education

Referrals are not a major activity of the education component of
the Home Start program. Only 7% (641) of the referrals to Home
Start families involved education. This data supports the Home
Start model which shows the educational components for focal
children as primarily a direct service activity provided by the
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program staff. Two programs report making no educational
referrals and all programs show less than 25% of their referrals
involving education.

Parents and siblings received the majority of educational referral
services -- 54% or 345 services. Focal children received 46% or
296 services. The percent of educational serviceu received by
parents increased during the year, however. It rose from 11% in
quarter 2 to 48% in quarter 4, while focal children services de-
creased from 60% to 40% during the year. The general increase

in parent services was true for 8 of the 13 programs reporting
educational referrals. This data indicates a possible trend toward
more parent involvement. It alsoc points out that while education
is a service provided directly by the Home Start program for focal
children, the educational referrals were aimed mainly at providing
services to parents and siblings of focal children. The communlty
resources utilized in providing educational referrals serv1ces
primarily included the following:

® Early childhood education programs (Head Start,
nursery schools, and pre-kindergarten programs)

e Adult education programs (public high schools,
community colleges, technical institutes)

® Boards of Education

e Libraries

Program Success in Completing Referrals

While 79% of the total referrals made were successful, that is,
resulted in service delivery, the percent of total referrals
resulting in service varied among programs from 42% to 100%.
The average percent of successful referrals and range over the
program is presented below:

TABLE V-17
% OF TOTAL REFERRALS
RESULTING IN SERVICE RANGE
Health 80% 33% - 100%
Nutrition : 80% 40% - 100%
Psych/Social ’ 80% 18% - 100%
Education 70% *

The lower percentage of successful educational referrals may
indicate less time spent in selecting and following up on educa-
tional referrals for focal children since referrals are not a
primary means of providing educational services.

O _*Total for Education is too low for range to be significant.
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The total number of services received through referrals were

fairly evenly distributed during the last three quarters of

the year: 31% of the total services received through referrals '
were delivered in quarter 2; 37% in quarter 3; and 31% in quarter
4. During this time, however, there was a steady increase in

the percent of referrals that resulted in service. 1In other words,
each quarter a greater percent of referrals were being successfully
completed. This increase is true for both focal parents and
children in the area of health, the majority of referrals, and for
focal children in nutrition. The rate of success decreased over
time for parents in nutrition and for both focal parents and chlld-
ren in the area of psychological/social services.

TABLE V-18

SUCCESSFUL COMPREHENSIVE SERVICES AS PERCENT OF
COMPREHENSIVE REFERRALS MADE

100%

90%

80%

708 | ' 83%

PERCENT 60% 72%
SUCCESSYFUL 50%
40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

86%

y; 3 —1
9/72 12/72 3/73
QUARTERS

This steady increase in completion of referrals mxght be explainod
by a combination of activities resulting from on-going experiences
during the first year: (1) Better working relations with community
agencies; (2) Improved assessment of family needs; (3) More selec-
tivity in making referrals; (4} Improved follow-up procedures; and
(5) Improved reportlng procedures. The increase in health and de-
crease in other services indicates an emphasis on having all fami-
lies receive at least initial health treatment in the first year.

63




Areas of Strength:

e Most referrals are resulting in service.

® An area of immediate need -~ health services -~ is
being emphasized and centers on the focal child.

Areas of Concern:

® The cost analysis shows that the typical program is
having limited success in levering community services.
The median "percent of levered resources versus grant
budget" is only 20%. The analysis furthexr shows that
$170,000 of the $420,000 of total levered resources
is in the in-direct service area (administration, career
development, and occupancy), rather than in direct ser-
vices to families.

Interim Report II identified as a central concern
that local projects had not identified a specific
staff individual to be responsible for capturing
community services. The above findings reinforce
this concern. (Approximately one half of total
project salaries go to staff other than Home Visi-
tors. The conclusion of this report will acdress
that question of whether this high percentage of
non-Home Visitor salaries can be justified in pro-
jects where such support staff is unable to lever
a higher amount of community resources than are
presently being captured.)

e Although health services for focal children are being
emphasized, present referral data indicate that 79% of
this service is of a diagonstic or screening nature.
Only 21% is presently for treatment.

&

64




VI

AIDES AND DETERRANTS TO THE MEETING
OF FIRST YEAR LOCAL OBJECTIVES

Introduction

The preceding sections have identified areas of strength and
areas of concern regarding effective program implementation.

The concluding section will examine these areas and make
recommendations for program improvement. However, before

making such recommendations it is appropriate to briefly

describe the program implementation difficulties which the
directors themselves have identified. 1If directors identify

the same problems as identified through systematic analysis, the
recommendations for improvement will differ from those cases where
directors do not identify similar problems.

For example, when problem perception is similar, recommendations
‘to the national office may be largely in the technical assistance
area. When problem perception differs, however, recommendations
may center on policy clarification (or change) questions.

Two sources will be used to analyze first years aids and deterrants
as perceived by local directors. First, data on the attainment

of first year objectives (obtained through director interviewing},
will be summarized. Second, each director was interviewed at the
very beginning of the site visit regarding his perception of major
project successes and problems. The summary of these perceptions
will lead directly to the final section of recommendations for
program improvement.

Review of Local Objectives

One of the tasks outlined in the Work Statement for the Home
Start Evaluation Study is to assist projects in shaping local
objectives and to periodically assess the degree to which these
objectives have been met. During Spring '73 site visits, the
site visitors reviewed with project administrators the past
objectives for each project. In addition, the site visitors
assisted administrators in identifying key implementation plans
(or "objectives") for the next six months. The future plan for-
mat required a very limited number of planned events for each
program area. However, the format did call for estimated com-
pletion dates for each event and an indication of the individual
responsible for such implementation.
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Reviewing local objectives can be used to meet a variety of
evaluation needs. It may be used to assess the efficiency and
effectiveness of actual program implementation, or to assist

in identifying aids and deterrents to successful 1mplementatlon.
It also can be analyzed to develop across site descrlptions of
the various paths which local projects are now following in their
efforts to conceptuallze and implement effective programs.

This report has three reasons for not using the local objectives
as the basis for assessing the adequacy of program implementation,
First, the director interviews are helpful in gaining the admin-
istrator's perception of actual implementation, but are not the
only source to be utilized in assessing actual program implementa-
tion.

Second, local objectives are not necessarily as comprehensive as
the national treatment to be evaluated, nor do they contain suc-
cess criteria which can be assumed to validly estimate efficiency
criteria necessary for an effective program. Thus, even if dlrect—
or interviews provided adequate information on actual implementa-
tion of local objectives, there is still no guarantee that such
data are sufficient for ascertaining whether a comprehensive and
sufficient national treatment has been established. ‘

Third, as of Fall 1972 approximately half of the local programs
were still learning to write satisfactory objectives. Thus, an
adequate basis for "review of objectives" did not exist for the
programs during Spring '73 site visits.

On the other hand, when local objectives are used to describe the
articulation of local program intentions (i.e., general paths of
implementation,) then the above evaluative concerns regarding the
adequacy of interview data and the comprehensiveness of local ob-
jectives are minimalized. Such an analysis of project intentions
does not presume to make statements regarding the adequacy of ac-
tual program implement. However, when these objectives are used
as the basis for administrative interviews they can furnish the
evaluator with an abundance of quite specific information on how.
the director is attempting to shape and reshape his program.

NOTE: Review of objectives can be helpful in identifying some
aids and deterrents to local implementatlon -- approach two. How-
ever, such information is again limited by the perception of the
director and the relative comprehensiveness of the objectives
articulated.
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The following table displays the range of objectives articulated
by local projects during the Fall of 1972 and Spring of 1973 and
the degree to which these objectives have been met (as assessed
by interviews with directors).

The following observations can be made:

1. With the possible exception of the slight movement
of nutrition towards indirect service, no notable
change in program emphasis is evident between
Fall 1972 and Spring 1973.

2. Most health services are performed by outside agencies
while education, nutrition, and psychological/social
services are expected to be provided by Home Start
staff.

3. While psychological/social services are parent
oriented, and the education objectives are divided
equally between parent and child, the health emphasis
is definitely upon the child. ‘

The earlier section on the"Ideal Home Visitor" used director and
staff interviews to identify some areas of strength and areas of
concern. A study of past and future objectives tends to reinforce
these concerns. (The major concern identified in the "Ideal Home
Visitor" section centers on the fact that directors may verball
encourage Home Visitor-parent interaction. However; in nelther
hiring nor training do they carry forward this parent emphasis.)

Educational objectives are equally divided between adults and
children. As the Spring 1973 objectives were required to be event-
or process-oriented rather than outcome-oriented, the project admin-
istrators could well have centered these objectives upon Home
Visitor-parent interaction events. They did not do so; programs

are not yet identifying implementation events which ambigquously
focus attention of the parent as the prime educator of her/his own
children. o

Second, events planned for nutrition and psychological/social areas
rely heavily upon direct services by the staff. While health ser-
vices are usually direct services, most projects budget grant funds
to buy these services (see the section on costing). This reinforces
the earlier concern that administrators do not sufficiently empha-

, size the capturing of community services, except for some health

services.
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. . TABLE VI-1

ANALYSIS OF LOCAL OBJECTIVES BY COMPONENT

-~ FALL 1972 AND SPRING 1973 |

Person Served Type of Service Extent to Which Objective ComéIEEE
Parent *4 Child Partially] On- Dropp
Oriented Oriented Indirect Direct Completed . Completed| Going jor Ot
Education )
Fall 1972 © 50%ke 50% 25% 75% 40% 153% 40% 5%
Spring 1973 55% 45% 15% 85% N/A - ——y
Health
Fall 1972 25% 75% 75% 25% 75% (413 25% 0%
Spring 1973 30% 708 15% 25% N/B ——- y
- ——
Nukrition T
Fall 1972 01 100% 67% o1 kx} 0%
Spring 1973 family oriented 15% 854 N/A »
Psych/Social .
Fall 1972 75% 25% 33% 67% 33% (111 67% 0
Spring 1973 70% 30% 25% \ 75% N/a —%

*Indirect includes services arranged for by Home Start staff
but provided by outside services. "Direct" indicates services
provided directly by Home Start staff.

*#In the tabulation of Fall objectives, early rounding

occurred. Differences in the 5-10% range should not be treated
as notable,

Aids and Deterrants Identified by Local Directors

Each Spring 1973 visit began with an interview of the local direc-
tor regarding major pro;ect successes and major problems. The fol-
lowing summarizes major perceptions common to a number of directors.

Program Aids

e . Community Relations. Ten of the 16 directors noted
good community relations in terms of recognition,
attitudes and resources made available.

e Parental Support. Three-fourths of the projects
reported success with parents, mostly in general terms
of greater acceptance and more involvement.




e Health Activities. One-half of the directors identified
this as a successful area. Four directors noted their
satisfaction with the completion of various health exams.

e Administrative Performance. The majority of directors
‘'noted administrative accomplishments centered in the
staff development area. They reported better recruitment
of staff, the development of good training activities
and improved performance of staff with families.

Program Deterrents

While directors did not consistently identify common problem areas,
at least four of the 16 directors did identify each of the following
as program deterrents. -

® Recruiting and Maintaining Home Visitors. Directors
noted that some Home Visitors needed more training
and were insecure during their early performance.

® Transportation. 8ix programs mentioned difficulties
in making home visits, in helping families with appoint-
ments, and in organizing group activities.

® Limited Support from Outside Sources. A difficulty in
securing sufficient community resources was noted.

Directors were further interviewed regarding the "amount of support" %
and "impact of support" as received from: the national office, the
regional office, the grantee agency, the local Head Start, the local

: community, their own staff and their families. The most notable

! responses(as collected on a closedended checklist) were as follows:

® At least 11 of the 16 directors reported an increase
in support from the local Head Start, the local
community, their staff and their families. The impact
of staff and family support was rated "very positive
by 80 percent of the directors.

® Although negative comments were quite limited, four or
five of the directors did indicate that further training
support (from the regional and national office) was still
needed. Four also noted a lack of sufficient support from
their Community Action Program Grantee. They saw this as
related to the unstable position of these agencies, or to
the fact that the agencies operate under "too many constrains".)

In conclusion, the above indicates that the following recommendations
for improvement can be made within the context of positive staff and
family support, and of community support which may be positive in tone
but which does not necessarily lead to the securing of large amounts
of actual services. As for the question of emphasizing Home Visitor-
parent interaction, the local programs 4o not appear to have struc-

G ~red their local objectives to emphasize interaction. Thus, they
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do not frequently identify the limited amount of Home Visitor-
parent interaction (as observed during home visits) as a problem
area. ‘
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VII
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT

At the conclusion of each of the preceding sections, areas of
strength and areas of concern have been identified. This conclud-
ing section will synthesize these findings and suggest various ways
in which program implementation can be improved.

Although recommendation sections of evaluation studies may frequent-
ly emphasize problem areas, i.e., those areas calling for immediate
improvement, this section will use a format which highlights areas
of strength as well as areas of weakness. This format is used not
only to provide apparent balance to the report itself, but also to .
develop a handful of conclusions which can be used in making policy
decisions and in contact with local project staff. Although the
areas of concern discussed below may be fairly serious in some cases,
there are also sufficient areas of strength to warrant a conclusion
section which calls for reinforcement of success as well as critical
improvement in problem areas.

The Home Start program has two major treatments or direct service
aspects. They are: Education of the parent and the child through
home visitation; and utilization of community services secured by
staff and delivered primarily through a referral system maintained
by the Home Visitor. The overall shape and size of the projects --
the context in which the treatments occur -- are described in the ‘
demographics section. Thus, the following conclusions and recom-
mendations will be formatted in corresponding fashion. Demographics,
Home Visitors, and Costing and Levered Services. ‘

DEMOGRAPHICS - HOME START FAMILIES AND STAFF

e Fanily Income (see page 39)

Conclusion. Phe typical Home Start family has a family
income approximately 40% below the poverty threshold.
Thus, the need for a program to assist them In securing
basic services is justified.

Recommendation: This need level is so serious that local
roject staffs should include a professional staff person
skilled in the "wholesale" capturing of community services.

Having staff specialist skilled in particular areas of
service, and Home Visitors practiced in referral techniques
does not appear to be an adequate staffing arrangement for
the securing of large amounts of community service. (See
below, "Costing and Levered Resources.'")
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® Ethnic Match (see pages 4-5)

Conclusion. The demographics section displays a high
level of match between project staff and project fami-
lies. The ethnic match in particular is a fulfillment
o§ the staff objective stated in the Home Start Guide-
lines.

Recommendation. Considerable effort and ingenuity is
necessary in maintaining staff ethnically comparable
with families (especially when staff salaries may be
low.) Thus, the national office should continue to
support such efforts through contact with individual
— projects, dissemination materials, and national con-
\ ferences.

HOME VISITATION

e The Actual Home Visitor

Conclusion. The actual Home Visitor is quite similar

to the ideal Home Visitor projected by project adminis~
trators. Child education is the major emphasis in both
cases, The limited educational requirements are consis-~
tent with the moderate salaries pald. It 1s notable
that the Home Visitors report more previous experience
with adults than is required by project asministrators.

Recommendation. The Yqcal projects should build upon
Home Visotors experienek with adults to jointly shape
training and supervision patterns which sharpen the
gkills of both directors, specialists and Home Visitors
in making the Home Start parent a primary interactor
during home visits.

e The Actual Home Visit

Conclusion. The Home Visitor initiates most home visit

activity and interacts more with the child than with the
parent. Education is the content of most interaction. -
Community service utilization receives limited attention.

The actual home visit has many strong points. Vigita-
tions are frequent (one per week) involve a variety

of actlivities, gilve the chlld ample opportunity to do
things, show teaching skills to parents, and provide
both parent and child with stimulation in social inter-
action.

There is evidence that the child is given considerable
educational attention and can be expected to develop
learning skills if the parent continues this educational
attention throughout the week. However, the parent is

72



not only a secondary participant but frequently has
a limited involvement in the educational activities
of Home Visitor and child. Thus, a real concern exists

as to whether parents are themselves developing suffi-
cient teaching skills.

4

gecommendation. An increase in adult oriented train-
ing and supervision was recommended above. This recom-
mendation could be expanded in either a policy clarifica-
tion or a technical assistance manner. local directors
are already giving strong verbal support to an adult
oriented program, but saying little about adults when
discussing hiring and training Home Visitors. Thus,
hard technical assistance at the training (and super-
vision) level appears to be the point at which the
national office should seek to reorient the home visit
toward the adult as a primary interactor.

COSTING AND LEVERED SERVICES

e Salaries/Staffing/and Levered Services

Conclusion. The cost analysis indicates that only
half of all Home Start salary funds go to Home Vi=-
sitors. I1f "Non~Home Visitor" staff wers successful
in levering large amounts of community services for
families, than this high percentage of support staff
would appear consistent with Home Start policy objec~
tives. However, as of now large amounts of community
services are not being levered by the typical program.
The "Home Start Model" in the introduction of this re-
port illustrates the programmatic emphasis which the
Guidelines place on the Ievering of services.

Recommendation. The present division of Head Start

and Home Start services into various types of services
(health, social, etc.) may in fact be encouraging local
projects to staff their projects in a corresponding
fashion, i.e., a specialist in each service area. If
Home Start leaders wish to emphasize the levering of
such services, they should consider a policy clarifica-
tion which places proper emphasis on the skills required
to lever funds and on the need for professional staff
person possessing these skills and having full-time
responsibility for capturing such services.,
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"Levered Resources" yersus "In-Kind Services”

Conclusion. The typical local project is presently
securing a monetized amount of levered resources which
is equal to 20% of the federal grant budget. While
this is double the usual 10% in-kind requirement, it’
really represents a limited amount of actual services
(an additional $10,000 over in-kind for the $100 000
pro;ect)

Recommendation. Site visitor found that many project
directors were not distinguishing between the terms in-
kind and levered resources. They frequently saw this--
part ‘of the interview as more a compliance procedure
than the investigation of a major programmatic respon-
sibility. Thus, it may be necessary for Home Start to
clarify its policy on the real dynamics involved in
capturing services (see above recommendation). It may
also be necessary to directly confront the present
notion of "in-kind" which has become so compliance
oriented.
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APPENDIX A

Site Visit Instruments
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Site Visits

On cite data collection from the 16 Home Start programs during the Spring 1973
visits had four major objcctives:
1) collect cost information on each program's projected income for

Program Yecar 1973, from both federal Office of Child Development
grants, and other, levered resources;

2) collect preliminary data on and field test instruments for obser-
vation of activities and interactions which take place during
Home Visits;

3) construct from interviews with administrators and Home Visitors,
a imodel of home visiting (Home Visitor) which is in use at cach
site; and |

4) update information on program services provided during previous
six months.
Field staff collected information systematically on instruments designed on the

basis of these objectives. Samples of instruments are included in this section.

Staff

Twelve experienced field staff members conducted on-site visits of four days at -~
cach location. ‘Ten staff were Abt Associates employees: Bill Walﬁer, Marrit
Nauta, Potey Fellenz, Rella lcCabe, Wes Profit, Bridget O'Farrell, Lorrie Stuart,
Wynn Montgomery, Xathy Kearins, Al Gurule. Other site visits were made by High/
Scope staff: Dennis Deloria, John Love. Virtually all staff had previously con-
ducted liome Start site visits, most in locations to which they returned in Spring
1973. Staff training was held in Cambridge, Massachusetts, for two days. Training
einphasizes use of instrumciits for collecting program costs and for observing home
visits. A videotaped hone visit was used in training for the home visit obscrva--
tions. All site visits werc made between May 21 and July 15; visits to some loca-
tions were delayed to allow Home Start summative testing to be completed before
site visits took place.

Case Studics

Upon completion of site visits, data collection instruments were analyzed imnediatcly
Ly e Seort staif at rht fseov oo 2T edd staff Adid rot write individuc) oo

suldics Lor ecadit sice, as wes aone rollowang the previous two visitys., EBach Liceud




staff member turned in a brief site report which was used, along with collected
data, and both previous case studies, to prepare a summary casc study for cach
site. The summary casc studies reflect the first start-up for each program. The
summaries, cach approximately 12 pages in length, are to be disseminated by the
Office of Child Development through Abt Associatus to the general public. The inf
tended audicnce for these summary case studies are: 1) persons generally in-
terested in home hased preschool programs and the Home Start demonstration program
and 2) persons interested in implementing home-based programs or home visiting
components for existing programs. Each summary case study contains an In Brief |
section of the program's essential statistics, and sections on home visiting, pro-
gram history, organization, and services. Each study ends with a representative
sample of comments by staff and parents about their program.

Data Collection Instruﬁents

Data collection was done on the following set of instruments developed by Abt
Associates. Both High/Scope and Abt Associates collaborated on the developnont

of the hohg visit observation instrument. They were:

.
.

1.1 Director Interview Update Objectives achieved
. Successes and problems of program’
1.2 Program Support Support from national, regional
. and local sources
1.3 General Interview General update, staff and organ-
ization
1.4 Future Plans Objectives in general program and

and components

2.0 COSTS
2.1 Expenditure Review Review of budget for 1973-74 for
anticipated changes
" 2.2 Personnel Resources (Donated) " Donated services expected for the
: coming year '
2,3 Non-personnel Doﬁétions Goods, space, equipment donated to

the program

2.4 Inventory and Personnel - .
Pglicies : Equipment; vacation, sick policy

2.5 Pcréonnel - Payroll Staff payroll by pay period, ahd

fringes”®




3.2

3.3

4.2
4.3
4.4

4.5

slo

6-0

Insty

HOME VISITOR MODELL

Director: Home Visitor Scenario

i

Home Visitor Interview

Staff Specialist

OBSERVATION

Home Visit observation with
Family #1

Observation with Family #2
Observation with Family #3
Observation with Family 4

Parent Interview

STAFF TIME RECORDS'

Director
Special Staff
llome Visitors

SITE REPORTS

unent Revisions

Generally, the instruments yielded useful data.

Director is asked to define standards
for recruitment, sclection, training
and performance of Home Visitors in
imaginary "new" progran

Home Visitors describe training, ex-
perience, changes they would or
would not make in home visiting

Specialist designated as helpful by
Home Visitors describes her/his
role in assisting Home Visitor;
describes idecal characteristics
of home visit

Observation form rccords llome Visitor'es
plans for family; rccords nuvmber of
activities which teook place during
the visit; records major interac-
tions between parent, focal child, -
and llome Visitor during ecach agtiviiy,
records content arca and materjale
used for each activity.

Inquires of parent what she/he likes
about Home Start for children and
for self; what, if anvthing, is doon
differently as result of Home Start

Staff time records, originally de-
signed as part of information syslca,
were filled out by staff for month
prior to site visit on time use for
each week. kp

‘,
Field staff were asked to write brief
report listing program clemenis not
recorded on instruments; cvalvation o
instruments

Some minor revisions in the cost

and obzacvation instruments hove bheon minle, as - follow-un data will he ¢olloc

for ¢

oste apl himne visitsg i O

’

tey e vigy- - o Vel 19730 e

chanycs were made in the instrurents after the following observations were made by

IToxt Provided by ERI

staff.
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0 Cost Instruments

Data was collected concerning expected donations so that cost
analysis in future visits could measure progress in garnering

. , such donations. Staff found that many program directors and
supervisors found it difficult to project the volume of donated
goods and secrvices they expected to garner in the coming year.
Dircctors also found it difficult to recall all secrvices and
goods donated above the 10% for non-federal.

Occasionally, modifications of the program's budget were Qiff-
icult to identify, either because program staff could not anti-
cipate changes, or because budgetary responsibilities were
split among two or more persons who did not always have the
same information. Prior to the next cost data collection, all
program personnel responsible for any fiscal matters will be
notified in greater detail of the information to be collected
by ficld staff, - ~

In general, the cost instruments have been modified to ¢larify
the extent of financial detail required for documenting donated
goods and services.

o Staff Time Records

For most programs the staff time records, filled out by staff
. for a single month prior to the site visit were taken as a general
- ‘ .guide to staff time use. Evaluation staff noted that such re-
cords were not consistently filled out at the time of the visit
and were usually estimates rather than records of time spent
during the month. A sample interview method is being planned
for Fall 1973.

o Observation - llome Visits

The revisions made in the observation instrument were:

1} cChange in format which allowed observer to indicate the
person to whom an interaction or response was directed. For
example, it is possible to indicate that the Home Visitor was
talking to the parent, but watching the focal child.

2) Modes of Interaction were revised to include reading, singing,
and other activity categories, and eliminating catecgories
that were similar.

3) Adjectives describing attitudes bi-polar and affective behavior
were changed from a polar format requiring either/or ratings.,
to a ncale which allows observers to indicate attitudes and bo-
havior on a continum scale.
4) Becausce data from the observation instruments has been computer-
Q ized, a final summary of the activities and interactions during
[ERJ!:‘ - the home visit was considered no longer necessary.

6




Ficld instruments, along with instruments for using the observation checklist

are included in the following pages.




TABLYE OF CONTLUTS
AND
FIELD SCHEDULE

LOGISTICS - Lettexr to the Director, Schedules, Checklist, Appointment List
SECTION I = PROGRAM UP~DATE AND FUTURE PLANS
Instructions
A. Director intexview - General
B. Director interview - Future Plans
SECTION II - PROGRAM COSTS
Instructions
A, Director interview
1. Community resources _
2, Staff time record - review‘for completeness (no instrument)
B. Agency follow-up - in-kind '
C. Bookkeeper interview ~ cash costs
D. Director interview
1. Budget review (no instrument)
2. Collect staff time recoxds (no instrument)
SECTION III - HCME VISITOR/FAMILY INTERACTION
' ‘ Instructions
A. Director interview - Home Visitor scen&rio
B. Home Visitor intexvicss (2) - general
C. Staff interview(s) .
D. Home Visit Observation (4) \
1., H/V - pre-visit .
2. Observation guide
3. Parent interview
4. H/V -~ post-visit
5. Visit summary
RESOURCE MATERIALS (separately bound)
Information system data
Year II proposals (where available)
Case studics (I & XI)




SECTION 1:

IIA.

I.B.

SECTION I

IT.A.

II1.B.
¢ 1I.C.

II.D.

CHECKLIST*

PROGRAM UP-DATE AND FUTURE I'LANS

Dircctor Interview = General {All eight parts)

I:

SECT'ION IIX:

II1.A.
III.B.
III.C.

III.D.

Director Interview - Future Plans

PROGRAM COSTS

Director interview
Community Resources

Aécncy Fo%low-Up - In-Kind
Boo”kedﬁgr Intexview

Staff Time Records

HOME VIS ITOR/FAMILY INTERACTION

Pirector Interview - Home Visitor Scenario

Home Visitor Interviews (2)

.Staff Interview(s) (Identified by Home Visitor)

Socarn

Oone-page

Homa Visit Observation (4)

H/V = Pre-Visit

Observation -
Parent Interview

H/V -~ Post-Visit

Sunmary

“Impressions

tConpleted instruments duve to Kathy Kearins immediately upon return to
Cambridyge,

Impressions due the following day.

Instruments from ligh/Sconc

Q should be mailed immediately after retuvrn to Hichigan.

"ERIC



ABT ASSOCIATES INC,.
BES WHEELER STREEYT, CAMBRIOGE. MASSACHUSETTS 02138
TELEPHONE . AREA 617:492-7100
TELEX: 710:320:8367

Director of Program
Any Address
Anytown, USA

RE: Spring Case Study 1973

Dear Dirxector:
As you know, spring case study visits are scheduled for sometime in May.
This spring the case study visit will focus on three major areas:

.

1, Program-Cost Information
Interviews with Program Director
’ Home Start Bookkeeper(s)

2, Home Visitor/Family Interaction Information
Intexvicws with Program Director
Hcme Visitors (2)
Home Visits and Interviews with Focal Parents (4)

3. Major Events/Program Update .
Intexview with Director

For the threec arecas covered in the case study we will be interested in the
following kinds of information:

1. Progran Cost Information Estimated field time: 1-1 1/2 days

In order to identify full program costs we will he collecting information on
both cash and in-kind costs. To ¢ollect this information we will want to talk
with the person responsible for keeping Home Start books and for preparing the
progran's quarterly financial report. We will also want to spend considerable
time with the Director or Coordinator identifying in-kind costs and shared
staff time. We will be collecting the Staff Time Records completed for all your
staff for the month of April,

2. Home Visitor/Famil# Interaction Information EStimated field time: 1 1/2-2 day
Ssince we would like to be able to describe systematically how Home Visits are

conducted in all 16 Home Start program sites, we would like to focus specifically
on the role of the Home Visitor in your program. We would like to talk with

10




Direclors or Coordinators abhout-recruitment and training of Home Visitors. We
would like to talk with two Home Visitors about what they do with familics thoy
visit, and we would like to visit two of the families regularly visited by cach
of the two Heme Visitors, and talk bricfly with the focal parent in cach of the
homes visited., We will try to schedule these hone visits so that they are not
made to families who have just participated in the testing.

.

3. Major PEvents/Program Update Estimated fiecld time 1/2 day

Program Update information can be collected primaxily f£rom the Program Dircctor
or Coordinator and will include:

* Major events of importance the post six months and
major events planned the coming six months.

* Changes in staffing and reasons for change,

o

* Changes in grantee/delegate relationship.
* Rcview of objectives from Fall case study.
* parent Policy activities.,
* In-service training activities.
Some programs have indicated plans for atténding the Workshop for the Mother
Child Home Program, run by Phyllis Levinstein in Freeport, L.I New Yoxk on iay
21 and 22. If members of your programs are planning to attend this Workshow
and will not be available for a case study visit during the week of May 21-25,

please call collect to Kathy Kearins 617-492-7100 x234.

Your field staff member will be in touch with you shortly to set definite
dates for the case study visit,

Sincerely,
‘o
Kathy Kecarins

Case Study Coordinator

P
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Ladre
PROGRAM _UP=DATE} AlD FUTURE PLANS
DIRECTOR INTLRVIEW = GLUERAL

Program ' Date

MMl Intorvicwer ' Director

L.

1., Before we get started on a series of specific questions, I'd like you to
tell ne what you fecl the Program's major successes have been over the
past six months and where you've had your greatest problems.

1.1 Successces

1.2 Najor problans

- Use back of sheet 1f neccessary)
ERIC . lee b * :

13




sruoawd INO3Z 03 SIDTAIDS TeIIIZoY | (1)

Al

/

/

—— - U - - - —— e .

: \‘ .
w / . . *syusaed
; P 3o dnox5 suo o3 A{ages ouwoy
i : \ YITeDY U0 UOTIVWAOIUT OPTAOId | (H)
“ _ Lewse | ‘
! . . .
m v .
i : C ) . s
i ’ \ *Spadu TEOTPOwW [eT22ds y3Itm
v {
i
{
—

SwWRND OTUTTO

AQ PR3TOIILN INY PAIDAODSYP
swoTaoxd Jo3 PITYY TP203 X037
2XTY TeoTpow dN-MOTYO2 obvexay | (K}

14

TS |

‘1 A& - URIPTTUD TTI0F
TT? O OITO pue Suvxe TYIueg (3

| l£2/10/51

et as . e an

T RS = wRIDTTUD
TTe X037 wexd (earsiud waa(swod ¢ (’)

_ £L/70/5.1

B9 ey o e ——— e g gt S o Y b - —— e i =

BEST COPY AvAn ARy E

. P3OV [pouur DATIZD

D2IDATROSUD STRTQOXS Y PIATIORX JdTIY - SITIIEDD POSn SODITOSOR 1 Y IES d) m rase
UOT3DTAWOD |UOTICIINGIL - zuoaz; hods

uoraTONr3 ()
Fozoeare T23TB0TOUDAS/TPT0S  (&/S) : 22MOTAIDIUL IV
. UTIITE AT UOTATIINN (\) . ) Graiiry Azieus
WRTET ¢y -
. .. PEre WoISOIE TITTAN {2a) ) Leafoss
. €L6T LT 1Tady Ty SRS PN ArTag ro pamesanyS
-- B R KL NN DE RSN O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

“SITTITe; §T UTWy SSOT oU o3
SUTHTOTY 293UTM PIIRLOD D3INATIISTA {(a/S)

TPOTITIUIPT wdym
sw2790xd ATTEms 3 LuTTIsunod :
I02 SITTTWT; € ISTOY 3I® X979y ((d/S)

—_—

/oS |

15

*sIaYIouw
70 SETOAS XIS O3 STEOW 3IS0D-MO01
30 TOTITITSUOUWRD POO3 Iudsoad | (N)

¢ el ...r“wim

~UCTITIISUCLDP
TOO3 UT 25N JOI DIGTIITAT
TTEINE POOF “3,ACD "S- davH | (N)

- swraioxd
SIMIOT IO ASTUOTITIINU
T200X DTWOUODD SODNTIUT
002 7O I zed 2IDTCWOD | (N)

{N)
ey
oS JOINCTEAY
POSH S2dZr0LAY 103

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[E ©



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

s

[

s o 8+

——

T

“spuTIsO® Jdnoxs p Y3 I®
votyesnpd Judrxed 03 Axexqry
wox3 STy ¥ 25007 37 oburaxy (T

N EL70T77 ]

16

“Gnoaxd Udes IOI IIINOS
~2x A37unmamod e 03 d1x3 PTOTd {3)

T FL0EY)

- ~3GN0X5 A03TSTA oWOR oYl 30
_ JTUO UY ILYIVSOT UDAPTIYD (IO

pue sajudxed QT X037 sodudtxad
=X -~pd dnoXb Z03 IITUDD DPIACIY (2

ﬂmeM“m*

R T T oL LTS I e—

*Z0308ATg (TudtaedINpl

AQ POIEOIPUT = UIAPTITUD I0aYys

ICF UOTIEQTPAD® TPOTLoIOUDASd {a/9)
—_—

wL/Te/S m ~

- GaATm e

pransapieting My

PITR SHDINDEDY Rz oy w0 CES R doudu
poTn aosny i

w CO3--To 0 o weTadtIstor - oA lenoxa

+
+

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

i a——

‘!iil.i!itf-ttti-xl !1- ..|| -i. .l\-.- Il. ._
. N ] “
: M
M .
] . M
: .
1 ! i
1 M -
! ' M1|I|II|..IIIIIIIJ
H ' 7 )
! v .
: H .
! !
! !
! s
i !
H 4
H {
H :
§ 1 ~
!
m oL
i ¥ ~
r .m
| i
| ~
i ~
i ! _lllqllJ
. ¥ { w
! i
¢ H
. .
i i
. i
m m
1 i ﬂillJl.....J
HE . H
H ; -
‘ :
m 1
H i
H 1]
¢ 1
{ P
’
H N .
N
: i “ n o
. - . TenLOv.oduur AT MRS M
; pazezumosue su2icoxd Dp2aTa22x Ty - S3ITITOD . soen SVOITCOSDY ﬁnl.lL.mluJ!»IHM. (24T220(c0) v *
: T2D7

Joon {uoTadTIosSIs - uoaAsit 503

Toasoxtg

votzenta (D

2ITIOTOUIASE/TIETOOS  (4/S) IDMITAIDIUL

IYv

T2LITIINN {7
TATTY £
TERE2zZ TUTROST (z™ . wrIH0I5
fTTCIY S Ao
HeE iz PN AR DA Kt S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

b e e et & s

e AN

e

e s s g e et s ot

L —— e e e e At et S a8

. m i
SO
H ]
.
!
Tllmln.l.\g
H
-]
-y
i
i 4
1. ”_
|
- ' (LENATY TOUURIE {(oAT300Ld0) toxV
PIIALINCI T I N < X d7aY - S2IUHITOD TSN SITIAN0T et g e
7 01qeIC ‘pastedey d1ay - ” rosn ooy T GoTIETaEEY Juotadtaosaq - 3U9A% .m.owm“
¥ i H - PR — - '
[ e A A Sty




BEST COPY AVAILABLE

T : ;
o |
H
P i ! STIIINYI UCOK
A i
B ) : 0
S -
m : M M 2Y1S ¥N0A
1
N :
i | ! i (soToud5e
! “_ w w m £SAULITNSLOD ‘ SIDIIUNTOA)
b oot IEOASNS RLINOKKOD
: ' i ’
] ’ N
AT ,
i ” ! H J¥04dns
i . INVIS Cv3H TYI0T
i : g : ' o
— 5 p
Y] 4 ; o ;
! { : ! .
i i i 4 = JUDEINS
! Yoo ! 4 { ADLESV FEINVED
¢ ) ] H . !
) ' Tt H
N i ! m
w « b eoden
| n w i | IDILED TVROTONY
' ' ~ { ;
' R ! ! ] .
M i u i H ' ) ~
i v b ! IMOINF ONINIVHEL
w P ! : : i 1IDTII0 TYRDIIVN
: { ~ u H ~ 1
! P m |
i N i i o INOEANS TVNEINGD
: , ' i PR .
m m : .& ! M [CTRpEA PG A4
¢ + . § {

R = taca
R A )

plog

ST T YT e T
TATIUIN UL T ZAISIR

oS REEA JT

zcao22Tg

2]

n

T s sme

RSSO

i me s mea AA

N T

AT EO0ouNd VIS

TRCH YACK 0 LuoZ4ns

IOMITAIOIUT TVWY

werhex

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

[E ©



. IlAI
DIRECTOR INTERVIEW - Continued

4, STAYF

it

4.1 During the past six months have there been any increases or decrcases

. in the number of stuff employed?

. 4.2 lave there been any new staff positions added or deleted?

4.3 Have any staff been promoted to a new staff position? .

-

+

5. PARENT POLICY COUNCIL

5.1 When did your parent policy council last mect?

5.2 Approximately how many were at the meeting?

5.3 What did the council do at that last meeting?

o e

6. RECRUITING

g

6.1 How many families are you recruiting for this fall?

6.2 What are your sources for potential families?

6,3 Has there been any change in tlho geographical arca you are serving?

20



.

7. TRAINING AND CURRICULUM

" 7.1 What us your current staff training schedule?

7.2 Who is responsible for training?

7.3 Are you using any training materials?

7.4 Arc you using any curriculum materials with children?

{developed by?) ‘ .

R e g

4

Parents?

{(developed by?)

8. CASE STUDIES

8.1 We would like to find out whether you've made any use of the case
" studies and reports sent to you by the evaluation team.

- —
Used Didn't use Commante

. i Y i & Sttt > = @ -

— -

Your case study

Other case studices

—

Other report

21



+

8.2 What changes would you like to see hade?

6.3 What other information would be useful to you?

(Intervicwer: Turn to "III. Home Visitor/Family Interaction" and complete
Section "IIT.A. Directoxr Interview -~ Home Visitor Scenario.")

L)

22
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INSTRUCTIONS

%

Section 11

I1.A. Dircctor Interview - Program Costs

1. Budgcet Review: Check 1972-73 budget and spending against 1973-74 budget
to try to reach the bast estimate of what will be spent this year. 1€ a
budget: item is adjusted up or down, probe for wherc the difference will

" be added or delected. '

2, Comrunity Rosources: This interview will gather data on consultants and
agencies, both those paid and those that donate services, In addition,

Jit-will get information on voluntecrs, donations of equipment, etc.

3., Staff Time Rccords: Please check to sec if time recoxds are complete
(three weeks worth is sufficient) and verify their face validity. If
not, arrange to have them completéd by the end.of your visit.

IIX.B. Agency and Consultant Follow-up Donations

As necded, you may have to telephone agencies and consultants to establish
the value of their donated services. See attached memo for a discussion of

valuing donations.,

e et e

Cash Costs)

III.C. Payroll Clecrk (hvcountant or Pookkecper-Intecvicw Personnel

This interview (which can be done in person or by phone} serves to verify
currenl salary rates for all personnel, and the basis for fringe benefit

calculations.

Director Intervicw Verification

‘1. Verify any final cost details with direction at your final intervice,

2. Colleet staff time records if you haven't alrcady done so.

.

25




5

DECISION RULES FOR IMPUTING FAIR MARKET VALUES TO IN-KIND DONATIONS

ponated inputs arce donations in~kind -~ services, volunteer labor, facilitics,
inmhtne

consumables, cquipment -~ made to-the program. Do not include cash dona-

tions, cven where such donations are imade for specific purposes. fThese

should appear under Question 9, Directorxr Cost Intervicw,

I.  VALUING DORATLD LABOR

Donated labor is of two types:

@ Labor provided by agencies or consultants that someone lese pays
for.

& Unpaid consultant or volunteer labor

Decision rules for handling each case are outlined below,

A. Labor Paid for by Someone Elsce

L To value the labor provided by agencies or consultants that someone clse

pays for consider the following:

Find out what th: agency or consultant charges for the service they
are providing "free" to Home Start. If they don't chaxge, they may

have a good basis for valuation.

1f agencies do not charge (or don't have a satisfactoxry basis for

valuation) scrvice - amount of time, procedures used, levecl of

personnel involved - and find an agency that provides a similar
_service for pay and match the description of services. Then use

your best judgment in making a determination of valuec.

B. Unpaid Volunteer Labox

For consultuants who donate their time, f£ind out what they normally charye

{by the houvr, day, ctc.) and use this figure.
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To value the contribution of a particular unpaid voluntecer, follow this

procecdure:

1. Asgk the dircctor this guestion: “If this volunteer were jaid,
what would you pay him forxr what he is doing?" If the director
answers this to your mutual satisfaction, your problem is

solved. If you wish to probe further, proceed to #2,

2. If the voluntecer would have to bc replaced with another of
approxinately the same qualifications, procced to #2a. If

a less qualified person would suffice, ptocced to #3.

a. Is there anyone on the paid staff who has similar
qualifications? If so, use that person's salary
as tpe value of the volunteer help., If not, pro-

ceed to #2L.

b. If a person of similar qualifications could bhe
hired at the existing minimum wage, use that to

value his labor. If not, proceed to {2c.

c. If the volunteer's qualifications place him
between two paid staff members, value his time
at the mean of the wages of those two paid staff

members.,  If not, proceed to 24,

d.  Be dmaginalive: Attempt to draw {rom your esperi-
ence and knowledge about comparable jobs in the

community to assign a value.

3. If a less qualificd person would suffice, ask for a description
of the necessery qualifications and, amed with that description,

return to {i2a.

CAUTTONARY KOTE: ‘'The objcctive is to estimate the cost of filling the
funclion now being filled by the volunteer, vhich is not necessarily the
EEHE“EKIhg as the cost of hirving a person of siwmilar guatifications.  Far
examnle, 1L ~n MJA. diu natbenctics 1s dotng voluntecor janitorial work, the
cosl atbributnble o thut voilvnteor is the cozt ol hiringaontone to do
jﬁnitorial work,‘gg& the cost of hiring and M,A. in eathematics,
(¢

ERIC
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II. ESTIMATING RENTAL VALUE OF FACILITIES

Regardless of QWnexship of facilitics, the appropriate measurc of occupancy
cost is the market yontal value of the facilitics. In cases where the
facility is being rented at £full market price, the actual rent being paid
is the corrcct measure of bccupancy cost. In cases where the facility is
owned by the program, donated to the program or rented to the program at a
subsidized rate, the full market rental must be estimated.

The most reliuable source for such an estimate would be a local realtorQ
Ideally, costimates from two or three realtors -should be obtained, and the
average figure reported, Hopefully, the director will be able to recommend

4

soveral realtors to consult.
]

t
The harket rental value may bear no close, predictable relatlonship to the
capi§a1 value of the facility, and no attempt to relate the two nced be
made by rescarchers, Market rental is dependent of any other cost data

collected.

If only a part of a facility is being used, be sure to report the, square

footage of that part, not the whole facility.

28



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

“236pRG Hi-C €T 7O KDTINDOP IO IILLTISD ISHQ DU SSTSTRESIDSTp O uoTITueIdrs I8 $8LiC

] : ] |
i 1
: : i TPIOL-GRE TIULCSIES]
, M “ |
] w !
i !
1
“ | souzo (3 |
: M '
] 1 + _ oaTIRAIF I ERT (U
. . i
(5] ] 37pro/baia:. 55o2 (5 )
- L
& H Ln.oteln (= _
: v . ,
X 5o - 265G UG H
o, i 1edtsel 24 (o §
- ~
- : 1 Voo iama (T
124 u # ~ A A A\ S
h T t N TP
(> i 1 W oo,
CoE DO
(e r i v AT i
! ] .
. : u.onﬂl.ﬂwﬂ._.
d ! AOPIILOT, wuoainreisy €41
; i
w i _ . :
Pt i . TAL R ShuiaLl T
: . .
1 i !
w 331s o3 23viafloaddes 3938png uwidoxyg !
- -~ 4 — 1
; -sos7ex povuerd Aue 303 Q04 i | Sonur T BSTITTIT! tes
— T T :
F2TPRLIs 3o8pn Ertprods 395309 !
2TSITOD ! wemCrET ! bt x\m Fproas PR RE R ] {
' i ! FL-€LET €L-710T £L-2L67T
| sesvzrasz | :

20399110 C Zomovitoqme s

{ZIIZTDOCE/EOIDILIC I SMATAXIINT)
S3cd ToRNSEIZI = M5TATY ©7OLICNCaXd QIIVNIZSI wnzios:

SIZCT o 3-8

.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

sxenzd (4

PO SR

SLR594 (B

pool (3

[RUNINY PRSI GNPIVY PR SRR

~
O

%5 - 1Tuoi3Tonpd (D

= oy s o s i

e (o JILTITE - TeUOTIDNNDE (Q
ﬁu_ T DIILD -~ (ruoILvOnp] (e
i “ SoITLCNE o GORRSUoD
! ,
TINY30 (P
[ FREREER A )
e f CoII1IIINR (Q
(e Triady (©
TOLUSY DUZ 50D OOTSS
H
- B 63 eX's AO
(& SazaL plotd (P
(= STATADV TUIITE (D
(< 35035 2a430 (¢
(% SAIITISTL . OUWOE (T
H 331s Ou.vumuuQOu&aw 3192png weadoag
H Toa0s
1 - i
| suipuads sabpng Sutpuads zobzrng
SUITIOY _ TL~ELET _ e e Kr0bu305
w sezvesasa YL-eL6T LL=TL6T €L-ZLET
J—

—r

~ e

DL

.

el = NIIAF

UALTGNALNT GILWVIT

=l

30

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[E



ot e e gt

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

7 -
w <YIoL
TEIOBSI IS~
-— TNI0L-ELS
FIDUI0 (P
9o SZI (D
| e
Ao, Luod (@
~ ] SUTIZ . agee (T
I
! 2420
M
‘ i
i _
H T
: — “ !
: : i
H :
15 02 2igradoadde uow_ﬁ:m ce1801g !
1 1
“ |
! !
| !
ssusazos ~BATTE _ BUTpusds | 55une ZXz0l..473
SRS R TR FX SO B T 234
! |
; (S ) T TR TORR Ayl PN e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



. mwuu £To9TI ‘sSiTD XI0M. WY 30 ISUID saxoddns BUTTINIORI ‘sapte wexboxd IO 3ISTA BWOT ‘EuT

~TIUTCSIod sOkunm >vﬂvmu Monuo Mo axenc pesi f3uts Mﬂm,ﬁ:l.nﬂuuﬂnnUUs il A%{x.nm
T
JVOTATDS-UT IPTTYED IO JUDI=C O3 58OTAISS I TTOS/TeOTHOTSUDASE ‘USRS TRYY ‘UOTITISINU ‘UOTIVIIPD

- -t
TSUSS LD ITUTT -Ua.ia..im...nu
reted

UM ORCOTTUT PR 9UDIiy

: ; i |
Aot % !
: R
“ | —
¢4
2503U0D
sraral T (1
“ I
_ |
- )
** * 3 duoyy
V mmrve—
(z
. . 32L3U0D ‘
S o0 .
B T
mw . 27T AMW
= M ! :
= m |
2y - | . vonal |
4 | '
2 : | 7
- “ 3ouguen!
~ . ﬂ
w S, pu—
. .uﬂ...«Trm {1
, . !
- -~ - -~ hvl\ .- s = u o
(ST$2¢ TUR) SOTAIIS 3O SNIRA Xaawens poaso | |
Texspsz - & ‘5323s = § ‘2007 - " /93eATII - M (T
—~ 7 — . - - — — = s v - - : v g
TOUUCSIad POTRNS ISUI0 - O ‘TOLUOSIDG PIXRS IXLIS PRRH - H ‘I9I3UnIon - L saronnsucy — 5 ‘Aoudby - ¥ (T $SECOD
0329310 . XOMDTAIFIVT TV
oqeq . * (CZCUNOG) SEOBLOSSY GaNNOSEEE - MAIA¥ALNI SOLOZEIT °1 S S
S1S nNIEoa O
\Ul

ToYTTT

[Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

32

s



e f v L L e s . a ol e e e o .
LOQonU aSUnO0UR AG ao3 T SDTLOLLD JTUL T SQUDISTT i

Ol CORY fiid

CIX3 DISTS ‘SATp XXOM JwWoU IO IDJUS

“ISuUUosSxod TOX2TUS ASusd2 I9UI0 IC 3IwLS
s ‘320¢dns BITSTAIOLX /SSPrTe weIboxd o
IDTLAIGS—UT PTTUD IO 3usId 03 So0TAZIS TRIDOS/T207HoTouadsd ‘T3TePeyY ‘UOTITIATNU “UOTIEINES

. — v eam v as A vw xw g vy Tem
SSURTEONT TUT SIUTIUNOSIT TuoTSTARRLSDS

T o TR 2t e e e e L T L T ey - 4 Cmgmrew -
CWOUT DRTITLSUSS LToLTovuT WITUT2X%
-~ mmem o - - - - -
SROUSSUN SST0TDULD TAIT O O3z

*

!

¥¥

o

# suoud

45'3U0)

vy -
SI3TL

(z

{1

¥

£ LCLT “

ptolcililele)

(z

(T

33

—aad

7]
U
o]
]
-
L4
O

———— e

{STSeq PUR) S$IVTAISS FO onytea

YL/1/E-€L/1/E — So51AZ55
AyTauend poatooaxd

S9OTAITS FO TDINCS

Tex9pag - 3 ‘eneas

IOTUOSIDd PATRYS AIYIO — O ‘ [OUBOSII paxeys 3Ie3s pedd - H ‘Z323unToA ~ 4

- S ‘12307 - 5 ‘230AIIE - & (7

IR TOSUOD

v

- D ‘Aousby - ¥ {

. : T .

[}

O

i
|

IC

A FuiToxt Provided by ERIC



€T3 pTeI3 ‘sKep YIoM ImSY IO I23udd ‘3x0cEns Hur

“TIUTOSIDG. PI~gUs

‘5UTITASUCD JUSWOHTUDN

UO0R  ISUJ0 IO JTILQS  FROE ~DUTITONR; PUL DUIJUNOLSR LGS TAIDLLE
ITNIDSX sIPre wRxboxd IO ATSTA OWDU

Tv e mes oo
P R =

WWﬂmun pU®) SOOTAIIS JO dnTes

K313wend pojyoodxm

- 3DTAISS-UT IPITUD IO 3udIed O3 SVSTAISS TRIDOS/TedTOTOURASd ‘U3 TEaY ‘UCTITIIAU ‘UCTIEONDPS XSUIBUM DIVDTPUT DUL LTOII.
L 2 4 .f. ; fm
¢ suoud | m
- (2
3923T0D
ST3TL (T
| *
L 22 * [T
. £ oIucig
(z
. 32%3u0)
i
=
¥ o
¥ * ¥ suoua
» AN
IOBILOD
e — Ep——
213 cm (T
!
*x N » .
# suuuag |
)
]
_ —
i (z!
n2TATCH “ H
= m
L]
OIITY | ™~
: (T
1/¢—¢4/1 — S901AZXSS - ; f
vL/T/E-EL/T/E SOOTAIDS 3O uCTIETINSO] SIVTAILS JO SDINOS ; SIPOD |
. i
: H

Tex9pal - J ‘93238 - S ‘IRDOT
TOLUUOSIBE PIIYUS IYIQ ~ O ‘TOUTOSIDI PITRUS IXCIS PBIH — H /Z9931070A -~ A

‘3R TnSUC) - o

—
- T I35°ATIZ -
4

din.]




R L s L LI {

-

re e it e r- e v

<" ~oTrY
< “SuT

X0 SIZC. .

ot U rodsuns

[T PPN

SOTITCS...

ook doie 2
(l-.n.ﬂ.uo

TL4TEVRASKOD

it r—

AU
suskdInbs worzTasisdsuRrzy
quandInbs TRuLTIROLPE

JuawcTINZS 02TIIO0

IRTHAINGE

P T

l“bﬂ\cum

(*035 ‘9sn0Y ‘GOTISO ‘UDINYD)

:Butpirng 30 puTX

ON SSX FSPOIDUT OSURUDIUTEH
PODLISUT SSTITITRN

O SaL

-

~os/ $ 7°©

s &Q PRUSTITCRASY SnTRA JUIIATD

1pPOTANDD0 Thea00y Iends

150 paumgd

(sTSRCG PuU) NOIIWNCA JO Z0TNA -

XLIINYND ONY NOYILETHDSTA

L e e A O e e ey 3 s

x03c231qg

o3%d

SNOIIVNCCO TZXNOSHIE-NCN — MILANIIAL FOIOZSIT 2

SIS0 1ECSONE

KONT ILABIVT IVT

Ii
d
Y}
t

IC

: Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

b\
Q

E




PROGRAM COSTS
DXRECTOR INTEKVIEW - GENERAL

1s there an inventory of equipment currently couned by the program?  (If yes, ;
got a copy and check which items have becen bought, which donated. If no, construct
ona for major items, firast purchased, then donated.)

How many holidays does your program observe?

How much vacation do full-time employees get? Wiz
How much vacation do part-time employees get? . _,”/YEE
What is the maximum muber of sick leave days you will pay for? '

Can an cmployee be pald for vacation time and be pald for working at the same

time? ‘

' , ____No Yes
Do you hire substitutes when someone is sick or ¢vn a vacation? . No _ Yes
If yes, what do you pay them? _

Do you every pay anyone overtime? No Yes

If yes, what positions under what circumstances?

Do you receive any other cash-income beyond Home Start?
(c.g. United Fund, private donations, ete.) If yes, lish;

rource e hmount $__ . e
tource e Moount $ ~

S .urce Amount § o
Scirece amount $ -

This completes the Director Interview., Check to sce whether
your appointrient (in person, or by phone) with payroll hook-
keeper/accountant/clexrk is set. If there is a problen, get
salary data from Director. )

. S B k1 B et et e e 7 8 % et £l e 0y s e PN Ak s A b T 8 i i S A Aty 4o 5 & et 8 e b b 6 e i b U g w8 On o # T
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DIRECTOR INTERVIECW

Program “HOME VISITOR SCENARIO bate

AN Intorvicwoer " Director

Field Staff to Dircctor: “va want to be able to describe the best Home Vigitox
interactionswith the families they work with, Your help is crucial if we are
going to do this accurately. Assume that you have heen asked to head up a new
Home Start program in ancther state starting next Sceptember and that you will
have an increased budget and a free hand in designing the program,*

1. What would you look for in recruiting Home Visitors in the following areas:

1.1 Educational background:

1.2 Previous experience:
4

wo—e

-~ ——

1.3 Personal qualities:

1.4 skills:

- —

2. What yearly salary would you pay Homz Visitors? §

3. How would you train your Home Visitors?

£

4. How would your supervise them?

I3
- — .

L —

39



How many families weld you assign to each Home Visitoxr?

llow often would you uchedule home visits foxr cach family?

o Yo -

How much time would you have Home Visitors spend on each visit?

-

Would you have the Home Visitor work mostly with the focal paroent, or
mostly with the focal child, or
with both?

What would you like to sce Home Visitors try to accomplish when they visit
their families with rospect to the four sexvice components: education,

health, nutrition, psychological and social-sexrvices? (See next page.)

¢

40



“.{_.w
. ’ Time
IPrioriLy Aetivities Each Home Visit Each
Visit

T Education:
' Health
| .
i
}

Nutrition:

AAAAAAA Viass 3
. -

|
LS e — . -

Psychological /Socialt '
I
i

Other
|

; i
4]

Bow go huack and set your prierity for cah of these four service areas
ccade of 1 to 4.  (Interviewers: If the Dircctor is
Lave hinfiry solect tha oot fitortant,) '

o a
unable to sel pricritics,

ERIC
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10, Describe what you would expect Home Yisitors to do in group activitics with:

- Parentsi -

:aychildrcn:

4
, S

11, when I called you recently, I asked you to select the two Home Visitors

you would take with you if you were to go and starxt a acw Home Start
program. What are their names, current annual salaries, and ages?

A,

Current salary $ __Jyx. " Age

e ]

B.

Current salary $ _/yr. Age

(Intervicwer: Turn to "II. Cost Scction' and complete Sections A1 and
A.2)

42




IIT.B,

HOME VISITOR/FAMILY INTERACTION

Program ) HOME VISITOR INTURVIEY=-=GENERAL Date
AAT 1nteryiowor Hlome Visitor

4

"We belicve that the Home Visitor is the most important link between the lome
Start Program and the llome Start Family. We need your help to better undexstand
~what goes on when you make a home visit." ‘

1. What is your educationa). background, not including: Home Stiart pre-servvice
or in-sorvico Lraining? §

Some high school 1.1;‘

nigh echool diploma 1,2

Courxses in__, ' Some college L3

Bachelors in Collcge degree | 1.4
Some graduate work 1.5

Masters in Graduate dcgree 1.6

-

2. Has any part of your formal education been particularly usecful in your work

3. What previous work erperience huas been particularly uscful in your work. as.
a Home Visitor? '

3.1 With children

3.2 With parents

4. What kinds of things have you learncd since joinihg the Home Start staff
that have been parlticularly useful in home visits?

4.1

4.2

e L

4.3

43



(ih 5, Which of the'above things did you léarn in:

5.1 Home Start Pre~Service Training?

5.2 fHome Start In-Service Training?

5.3 1In other ways?

6. Who on the current Home Start staff has provided the most help to you in your work v,

familices?

6.1 Name Title
6.2 Name ' : ! Title
6.3 Name . | Title

s

7. Do you discuss home visits, before or after, with anyone on the staff?

7.1 Before

7.2 aftex

8. Dots anyone ever ¢go on home visils with you?

(If yes) who?

9.  How many families are you currently serving?

10. How many times cach weck do you regularly visit each family?

11, How much time does each visit average?

12, what are you currently doing in group activities with:

12.1 Parvents?

How of ten? ‘ how many?

12.2 Children?

L b e s e

How often? . how many?

44 | e




13,

14,

S 14.1 Family”(hest)

- 14.2 Feamily [greatest need)

4t

1f more staff and other resources were available to your Home Start Program, tell
no:

13.1 How many familics you would prefer to serve?

13.2 How often would you visit each family?

13.3 How long would cach visit be?

13,4 what additional materials would you taoke with you to your holes?

o

13.5 Would you do anything differently with your families?

13.6 Wwhat additional training would you like to  have?

I called - (Director) before I came on this visit

and asked her to arrange an opportunity for me to go along with you on two hoie

visilts this week. She asked you to select two familles who have been in the program
at lecast two months for these visits, the one with whom you believe your comunication
is currently the best, and the one with whounm you believe there is the greatest need
for improving comnunications. that are these two families names and when are we to
visit?

Schodule and trevel arrangements

-

Schedule and travel arrangements

45 .




| 15. What agencies and consultants are curxently piovid{ng sexvices to your femilies

16,

(Intervicwer - complete this first then ask) for each of the ones you have men~

tioned, tell me whether you have a} families make their own arrangements, b) you
arrangé the service or ¢) yoli inform another Home Start staff membar of the neecd
and they arranje the service?

i
H

Referral.

Agency & Consultant Service

1,

Do you cver do anything with any of your families:

16.1 Evenings?

16.2 Weekends?

Time Completed

Total "t

. (] i o i P
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*

bdd i

, HOME VISITOR/EMMILY INTERACTION
Program STabl TNTHRVIIRG Date
. {(As identified by Howme Visitor)

fth Intexvicwer sStaff Name

" Ilomna Visitor(s}) told m2 that you have provided importont

help to her in hex work with families. Could you please answer the following questions:™

1. What qualifications should Home Visitors have as far as:

<.
1.1 Educational background:

—

1.2 rProvious cxperience:

¥

1.3 Personal qualitics: , .

-y

2. 1f more money wvere available, what salary should Home Visitors be paid? § /yr.

3. How sheould Home Visitors be trained?

- ——

e et e 2

o na—k — - o

4. Bow should llome Visitors ke supervised?

-——— — o

- 0 -y

5. How many familiecs should be assigned to each Home Visitor?

6. - How often should Home Visitors visit cach family?

7. *low mach time should Howe Visitors spend on each visit? __




8. Should Home Visitors work __ mostly with the focal paxent, or
___ mostly with the focal ¢hild, or
___ with both?
9. What would you like to sce Hone Visitors try to accomplish when they visit _tln_gz_tyg_‘

fanmilien with respect to the four service components: education, health, nucrition,
psycliological and social services? (Sce next page.)

“ithanks for your cooperation!”
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... HOME YISIT OBSERVATION

Program HOMR VISITOR PRE-DOST IRTERVIEW Family
AAL Staff . i llome Visitor
Date Visa.t #1 2 3 4

"In oxder to help me get the most from observing the home visit, would you please answer
the following questions.”

A, PRE-VISLT

1. what is the focal child's name? Age? -
How many children are there in the family? Ages? o
Is Mrs./Mr. managing the famiiy‘along? Yes N No

If no, who else?

-

2. that do you plan to do during your visit today?

3. Have you brought anything with you to take into the home? N

If yos:

4. What was the source of the activities you planned for today?

Materials? (If relevant)

50




5. Why 4id you choovse the activities you arc plamning for today?

— e T W -

W e e —— s

LAY § A
B. DOST-VISIT

1., das this visit like previous ones with this family? e You

If no, why? . —_— e i
2. Now much was this family like your other families?

e Very much _. More or less Very wnijke

If very unlike, how is it different? - e
3.

Do you think my being along on this visit chanced the way you, the parent, or
the c¢hiild acted? No

1f yes, how?

S ———— RS o

A — . o =
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Program

MAY Gbscrver

Activity #1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Time Begun

HOME VISITOR/FAMILY INTERACTION

III&B:

OBSERVATION GULDE

Famlly

Home Visitor

Visit #1 2 3

HOME VISITOR

FOCAL PARENT

- FOCAL CHILD

e e VP PNy ___ C=PRV
BEEL_ w—sc ___P—C __C—P
“EY __Hv-->P & C ___pP—HvsC _C—3HY & P

. Telling __'Telling — Telling

g — Asking ____ hsking . Asking

g | ___ Listening ___ Listening ' ___ Listening

E ___ Explaining ___ Explaining g ____ Explaining

: ____ Showing —_ Showing' —__ Showing

z ___Watching ____ Watching ____ Watching

§ ___ Uninvolved —__ Uninvolved ____ Uninvolved

& |___Othe.: ____ Other: ___ Othex:

g

GENERAL PARENT ORILENTED CHILD ORIENTED

—

hAgenda Sctting
Future planning
Socializing

Othey:

CONTENT OF INTERACTION

___ Referral: ___ edu-
" cation . health
____ hutrition

___ bsychological
__ bocial

othex:

- . 8 P, P ey B B B Bt 4 o Rt N gy S G G

____ Fanily management
—__ Child management
____ Chilgd teaching

___ Other family matters

. Group meeting planning

Referral:  edu-
cation __ _ health
nutrition
psycholoyical
social

other:

Play Instxuction
Devalopmental _coy-

nitive language

physical socié_

Ficld trip planning

e
.

Group mecting plunninﬁf

-




—
MATERIALS USED:  _  None Provided by Home Visitor In Home
Beseribe: —

- —— - - 4

o ¢ b " 4 - b ot ——

Ralationship Lo Plan:

o None

High

——teme WOty & o

Hedium . Low
.. Interruption (by: )
Pescription of Aclivity:

E

O

RIC

A FulToxt Provided by ERIC

53

Tim2 Ended
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HOME VISITOR/FAMILY INTERACTION
Progxram HOME VISIT OBSERVATION DPARENT INTERVIEW Family

Fi¥:¥1 Inter#icwer . Home Visitox

visit 1 2 3

Pate

"Before I leave, 1'd like to get some information that will help us understand vhat good
Home Visitors are like."

1. what doecs your Home Visitor do with ___ that you feel is
cspecially good for him/her? '

2. what onc thing has the Home Visitor. done with you that has made the most difference
to you personally? ‘

3. Vvhat things do you do differently with your children as a result of the Home
Vigitor's visils to your home?

—

4, What other things do you do differently (e 9., budgetlng, purchasing, knowing whom
o to when you need help)?

O e 4 5 S e A s N
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Frogram

AL Staff

Date

1., Home Visit Time:

2, Where did most of the Home Visit take place?

3, Who was‘jnvolved in the Home Visit?

Began

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

HOME VISIT ORSLRVATION

SUMVARY SHLET

Ended _

- i S

Family Name

o & b Y e ® s 0 P

Homne Visitor

Total Tine

Sy Wty e

—— 8 et B e By M oRen

P

4. Character of focal children:

V—

—— s gt

5. Rate each (d), (B), or (0) = in-between, Use’'NA if person was not present

at all.

.. Communication Style .

Impression of

<o o i g

.....

b

Lﬁf) positive (B) negative
4 R analed catenth Rahodh s
(A} serious (B) careless
(p) excited (B) calm
- —s m-,+,“,".4
(1) complex (B) simple
(1) fast (R) slow | ;
(n) confident {I)}) nervous ‘ i
r--—--««-o«—-w--——o——- T A R — e L
(A) difficultl (R} casy
- —— - — ,.J“«.--....._-..,‘.Mr..-.....,‘..,.,»......_. -
(A) tired (B) alerxt L [
— — SIS
(7)Y couparative (B) caimpetitive ,
e e e e —— —_ s
(A} open {(£) cloned l
(A) accepting (B) rejecting i

(44

L e L
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6. This Homa Visit provided opportunities to learn about (check all appropriate

categories):

various approaches to child-
rearing

Ways of using olemants of the
child's typical environment as
teaching tools

Ways to turn everyday experiences
into cceustructive learning exper~
iences for the ¢hild

Ways of encouraging children’s
language development

Ways to cnhance children's seoeial and

cmotional development

___ Varlous pogsible effects of the

interaction between parents, child-
ren, and other family merbers

Specific information about

health and nutrition

Various resources in the community
and how to usc them
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APPENDIX B

Site Specific Cost Data
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.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

PROJECTED EXPEUDITURES BY BUDGET LINE ITEM

Salavies

Fringe Benefits
Contact/Censuliant
Travel.

Space & ﬂtilities
Supplics
Equipment

Other{Insurancce}

Total

Services
Goods

Potal.

Home Sfart fedoral

grant nxocndd tuze % of Total
$ 47821 \ 58.1%

T 5738 7.0 —
14750 17.9 -
10480 12.7

B 1320 1.6

] 1700 2.1

! 0 0 )
- 500 ‘ .6
82309 100%

DOLLAR VALUE OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESOURCES
LEVEPED BY THE OCD GRANT

.o

- FPederal State-Local Private
1225 3175 . 1008
70 300 432
1208 (’:fﬁf‘ 3475 2040

e e ¢

1

e
Yoriald !
e
GO0 3

H

1
[n{;:) *
ST

610 |

B SRR
»




T™C

Home Services
Health'

Nutyrition

o ——— "

)
13

Psfch/Social

|

Edﬁcation
-
Parent
Development |
.f !

Administration i
Carcer Development

Occupancy !

|

. I
Total !

)

|

FUNCTIONAL COST BREAKDOWN

Proje?ted | Levered
~ Bxpenditures % of Total ‘ Total % of Total
(lome Start Fe- Resources
deral Grant) Fed Non-TFed
$ 18397 25.0% $1000 |$3908 | $23305 29.0% »f
5425 7.4 225| 375 { 6025 7.5
10073 13.7 400 10473 13.0
121054 28.4 10 |32 | 21096 26,2
280 .4 280 .3
9894 13.4 300 10194 12.7
‘ ]
7659 10.4 500 8159 10.1 ;
800 1.1 60 860 1.1
[ 73502 100% 1295 | 5515 | 80392 100%

‘ ] [} 3 » » .
: lThe difference between cstimated expenditures for salary and fringe benefits
and annual salaries and fringe benefits based on the current payroll is $B8725.
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THC

mojected Lnpen-
diture (bascd on
federal share of
Home Start budget)

,Projoctcd Levered
Resourcas

Total Projected
Erpenses (Projec-
ted Expenditure
plus projected

Cost of Direct.
Services
A. Projected
Frpenditure

3
B Lovered Birect
Scervices

Tolal Dircct
Scrvices

c.

levered resourcesy

p

UN1T COSTS

1

60

stoof Howe services plus expendituves for parent development.,

veral contoibution divected utilized by the family (c.g., physical check-ups,
ther than in-service conuultant.)

Total | Por Family Pexr Vocal Per focal | Por target | Por Faaily
Cost Child Parcent ~ Chilad Memher
* {age 3-5) (ago 0-5)
n=gg ) | (n=gg ) | (n=137) [ (n= 166 (n 403 )
482309 s 1192 $980 $ 0L $ 496 $ 1M
e ;
6810 > 99 8). 5Q 41 14
= - e e e
89119 1292 1061 651 . 537 185
55229 ,
5951
Gl180
.. - et e et e

Qﬁd‘On envoltment figures at end of fourth quarter {(Jan. l-March 31, 1973) as reported in
¢ Howe Start lnformation System. ‘




T™C

Home Visgits
Direct Services
Overhead o H

Homa Visitor Salaries, as a
Percent of Total Salaries

Percent of Projected
Federal lome Start
Grant Expenditures

75 %
75
25

.80

6l

Porcent of

Total Projocted

Expenses

76 %
76

24

e



WEST VIRGINIA

PROJECTED BXPENDITURES BY BULDIET LINE ITFH

JIoma | ‘¢l‘nr Te T

Grant i pewhiture ‘.'i,.‘f_’_ _’1_(3} ‘.”W_,--.-....-
Salaries $61923 61.9 %
Fringo Benefits 6502 6.5
Contact/Consuliant 10516 10.5 ]
Travel 13280 13.3 :
. ° . — S h
Space & Utilitices 300 -3 _ 3
Suppl'iua; : 5600 5.6 ,
] : i
Equipinent 0 0 %
: | i
Other 1879 1.9 |
o _
Total
160,000 100%

PO

DOLLAR VALUL OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESQURCLS

‘  LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT .

Federal State-Local ) Pri\g;i‘:_*“ —:';‘0_1: ? )
Services ' 37975 12900 5640 G511
Goods 1350 T 3000 | 24264 ”“uu'"5ﬁ7?"
Total 39325 15900 29904 151 90

62




« WEST VIRGINIA

‘Home Services
Health

Nutxition .

Psych/Social
{ !

1

Education

Yarent
Development

e ——— s .

i
Administration
| !
Carecr Development
{ ]

| !

Occupancy
1

FUNCTIONAL COST BREAKDOWN

Yrojected

e

Exponditores % of Total. ﬁﬁ:ﬁﬁiies Total % of Tota
(Hoggriiaégaﬁ%; Fed Non-TFed
$21624 22,7 % ) 3.3798 $14645($40067 22.3%
13436 14.2 4321 17757 9.9
10674 11.2 3252 | 11657| 25583 YL
23549 24,8 a'ssé 32401 -18.0
4600 4.8 5171 9771 5.4
11694 12.3 9359 21053 1.7 -
8679 9.2 32221 395] 12296 6.8 |
¢ 700 .7 13504 19107! 21157 l.l.'..?.“-h..
| 94956 100% 39324 45804} 180,085 100%

63

*the difference between cstimated expenditures for salarices and fringe benefits
and annual salaries and fringe benefits based on the payroll was $5036.
difference was mainly because of budgeted trainee positions which were not {ille

]
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Projectoed kxpen=
diture (hazsed on
federal shave of
Houme Start budyal)

Mrojoested Levored
Resources

Total Projected
Wpenaes (Projea-
ted Expenditure
plus pmojocted
levercd resourcoes)
Cost of Direct
Services

A. Projected

bExpenditure

. 3

B. Lovoered Divecot
Servioeos
Gotal hirecl
Services

C.

me alvinistrative

WEST VIRGINIA

UNIT COSTS

1

coals.

64

stoof Hone Services plus expenditures for parent development.

eral contrimition directed utilicved by the family (e.y., physical chock-ups,
ther thon dn-nexvice consultant )

i coste 1o projoetod exnenditure bused on 1cederal share or GO0 Buaget are Jow necaa .
‘higher onrolliont nade possible by an 0.E.0. grant which pays for 6 lione Visitore and

Potal Por Family Fer Focal Per foual Per targel Por Vauily
Cost Chi 1a Parent Child Honbox

. (age 3-5) “(age 0-5)

(n=120) { (n= 170 | (= 132 | tn= 271) (h = 679)

100,001  $ 833 $ 585 $ 758 $369 $147

s
85129 $ 709 $ 498 $ 645 $314 §125
wni20) si1s42 $1083 "$1403 $683 $272
73633 _
51098
N L —e i -_*-..A‘F._.. e e e e
1254531

sed oh cnrollment figures at ond of fourth quarter (Jan., 1-Marceh 3}, 1973} as yeported in
v Hone SLart Infornation Systoa.




(A

WEST VIRGINIA

Home Vislts

Direct Services

Overhead

Home Visitor Salaries as a
Percent of Total Salarices

Yercent of Projeccted
Federal Home Start

Grant Expenditures

73 %
78
22

- .68

65

Percent of
Total Projected
Expenses

64 %
70

30



ALADAMA

PROJECTED EXPENDIFURES BY

Salaries

Fringe Benefits
Contact/éonsultant
Travel

Space & vtilities
Supplies

Equipment

Otherx

Total

Sexvices
Goods

Total

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

BUDGET LINE ITEM

§ 61371 59.5 %
T o010 Y
‘ 9272 9.0
8799 8.5
"2904 2.8
1658 4.5 R
2027 2.0
4250 T4
103191 100% |

POLLAR VALUE OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RUSQURCES

LEVERED BY TIHE OCD GRANT

*Not included as inadmissible was approximately $16,000. _
as the value of renting tapes for the "Around the Bend" TV scries and the cent

broadcasting the tipes on statewide television.

Federal Si»:;:ggcal Private
12300 25508 3280
—;SO 7000 - 8300_ B
13050 32508 11580

This money wat clair

Tolal

e s e

(S

el

Although the Home Start pmrsgron

may have been instruaental in causing the series to be broadcast, an undaoterrined
nunber of children who were not in Home Start also benefited from the serics.
it scemed inappropriate Lo count the cost as an inkind contribution to lLioue Start

66

Ghus

41.00¢

16':):1:‘

5733

LG e

—— s e st a s b

e e v




ALABAMA

FUNCTIONAL COST BRIAKDOWN

. Projected Lovered R
. Expenditures % of Total Resources Total % of Tota
: | (llome Stauvt Fe-
. g deral Grant) Fed Non~Fed
Home Services ‘ , ‘ - ‘
Health | $18738 18.8% 5850 [$3167 | $22755 14.5 %
. ! ~
i o
Nutrition : 7836 7.8 2053 2889 L 6.3
Psych/Social 13870 3.9 : 6125 | 19995 12.7
. , , -} ) ) S
Education 24251 24.3 10050] 343011 2L,9
L} .‘ .
Parent! , 390 o4 1125¢ 100 | 11740 7.5
Develonment . ;
] +
Adninistration | 21723 21.8 , 4700 | 26423 16.8
Career Development. 10545 10.6 200 | 3893 | 14638 9.3
Occnpancy 2500 2.5 . 750 | 14000} 17250 11.0
?otal | o 99853+ 100% 13058 44088{ 156,991 100%“——

*The difference between estimated expenditures for salaries and fringe benefits
and annual salaries and fringe bencfits based on the payroll was $341. Also
not included in the Functional Cost Breakdown is a $3000 supplement since the
way in which this supplement would be spent was not indicated. ¢
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ALATIAMA

.

Projected Expen-
diture (based on
federal shave of
Homa Start budget)

Projected Levered
Resources

Total Projected
Expenses (Projdc-
ted Expenditure
plus projected
levered resources)

Cost of Dircet
Services

A. Projected
Frpoenditure

! ) 3
B. Lavered Dircel
Survices

Total bircct
Services

¢,

x

UNIT cosTst
Total | Per Pamily | Per Focal Per focal | Per target | Per Pamily
Cost Child Parent Child Membor
* (age 3-5) (age 0-5)
(n =89 ) {(n =110 ) {n =107) {n = 172) (n = 544)
3103191 $1159 $938 $£964 $600 $ 190
!
57138 642 519 . 534 332 10%
160329 1801 1458 1498 932 295
65085
33595 ’
98680
I S i S

ot

iséd on enroldwent. fiyures at end of fourth quarter (Jan. l-March 31, 1973) as reported Sn
6 o Start Infornation Systen,

3t of Howe Sevvices plus expenditures for parent development.

svered contribution dirccted utilized by the family {e.g., physical check-ups,

ather thap Suscevvice consul i)

)
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! ALABAMA

Percent of Projected Percent of
Federal lome Start Total Projected
N - Grant Expenditures Expenses
Home Visits - 65% ' 55% :
-

Direct Scrvices 65 ‘ t i_ 63

‘ L 1 :

overhead $ .35 I R Y

Homé Visitor Salarices, as a

Percent of Total Salaries 31

69




onIo

PROJECTED EXPENDITURES BY BUDGET LINE 1TiM

Salaries

Fringe Bonefics

" Contact/Consultant
Travel

Space & Ltilities
Supplies

Fquipment

Other (Insurance
Babyeittlnq,COntln-

gency)
fotal

Services
Goods

Total

'I(!?«“ﬁ ":drln}:rl (ll?l{gl % 9”1"_.‘.1"_(3@‘1”_. ]
§ 79075 79.1 %
8880 8.9
2240 2.2 k
—_— e
3760 3.8 ;
:
0 0 :
2630 2.6 .
1415 1.4 |
. : ]
2000 2.0
100, 000 100%
DOLLAR VALUE OF PROJLCTED PROGRAM RESOURCES
LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT !
Federal State~Local Private i Tcta?'
0 5865 17243 23100
0 553 6014 6"'
0 6418 23257 zua'.
L
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Ool1o

i
Home Scrvices

Heaith
Nutyition
Psych/Social

Edgcation

Parent!
Development

Administration

Careef Development

Occupancy '

Total ’
i

FUNCTIONAIL COST RBREAKDOWN

EzgzgSEESics 1 % of Total LcYercd Total % of ;;;;—

(loge S48k ants Fea Non-¥od

$ 6324 | 6. 4% 3 $7094 [$13418 10.48

2606 2.6 3844 | 6450 5.0

10892 11.0 1870 | 12762 9.9

19795 19.9. © | 1699 21494 16.7

2160 | 2.2 2160 1.7

20513 29.7 8732 38#45 29.6

27620 27.8 1741 29361 22.8

500 .5 4695 | 5195 4.0

~ 9oa10¢ 100% 29675 129085 100%

and the annual salaries and fringe benefits based on the payroll is $590.

‘ l *The difference between estimated expenditures for salaries and fringe benefits
I
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OilIo

Projected kExpon-
KBiture (based on
federal share of

Fomo Start budgoel)

Erojcctcd lLevered
esources

rotal Projected
pxpenses {(Projea-
cd lxpenditure
nlus projected
levered resources)

ost of Direct
Scrvices

o Projected
LBrponditure”

, 3
. Levered Direct
Services

« Total Dircct
Services

v loiie

hor

from.

UNIT CO5TS

1

- ——n

¢ of Home Servicoes plus

Syutoen.

72

expenditures for parent development.

wed 0n enrol lnent figures at ond of fourth quarter (Jan. J)-March 31, 1973) as
Start Infornmat.ion

srol contribution dirceted utilized by the fanlly {e.g., physical check-ups,
thon inescorvice copusultanl.)

roporbed in

Total er Family | Per Foczal | bPer focal Per target | Poer Faially
cost Child Parent Child Meaibor
. (age 3-5) "{age 0-=5)
(n=69 ) | (n= g0} {(n =86 ) {n = 134) tn = 350)
$100,00Qu $§1449 $1250 $1163 $7406 $206
H :
$29675 $ 430 - $ 371 $ 345 $221 $ 85
$129675]  $1879 $1621 $1508 $967 $371
$§41777
$14507
$56284
=~
~ay



OHIO

Home Visits
Direct Services

Overhead

-

Home Visitor Salaries as a
Pexrcent of Total Salavies

Percent of Projected
Federal Home Start

Grant Expenditures
40 %
\42
58

44

73

Percent of
Total Projected
Expenses

42 %

44

.56



KANSAS

PROJECTTD EXPENDITURES BY BUDGET LINE 17TEM

Salaries.
Pringe‘ncnefits
Contact/Consultant
Travel

Space & Utilities
Supplices

Pguipment

Other

Total

Soxvices
Goods

Potal

1 . .
Proyram was uncertain whether or not rental space for part of the year could

be obtained as in~kind donation, They are presently occupying donated space

.....

P -—

-

e SR AT T of mota
$ 62715 50.8%
) 8225 7.8
6100 5.8
10650 10.2
36007 3.4
6260 6.0
IR ‘
1000 .9
6350 : 6.1
104900 100%

DOLLAR VALUL OF PROJECTED PROGRANM

RESOURCES
LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT 'L

Federal State-Local Private ] ﬁ}!ifhwi
3759 5296 2133 11168 -}
N DA |

1199 N 0 7260 GAL f
—— Jo. i

4958 5296 9393 1%& i
: L 2 e

but will have to move in the near future.
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KANSAS,

Home Sexvices
Health

Nutkition
{

Psth/Social

Education

Parent! J
Development

Administration

Career Development

Occupancy '

1ota1 i

FUNCTIONAL COST BREAKDOWN

Eiggggitﬁges % of Total g::zﬁiies Total % of Tota
(HoggrgEaégaigi Fed Non-Fed
§17227 16.4 5 [sa425 [s21652 17.4%
4632 4.4 640 '5272 4.2
811 122 2814 | 15631 12.6
25659 24.5 | s200° 28899 23.2
8750 8.3 2000 { 120 | 9870 7.9
23707 22.6 355 24062 19.3
1507 7.2 2404 | 1710 | 11621 9.3
4600 4.4 1199 | 1740 | 7539 6.1
104,899 100% 4958 | 14689| 124,546 | 1008
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+ KANSAS

* UN1T COS'I‘S1
"
Total | Per Family | Per Focal Por focal | Per target | Per Family
Cost child Parent Chilad Member
. (age 3-5) . (age 0~5)
n =75 ) (n = 104) (n =89 ) (n = 163) {n = 439)
Proijccted Expen- .
diture {based on d)54900 $1399 $1009 $ 1179 644 $239
federal share of
Home Start budget)
‘ [ ]

Projected Levered (19647 262 189 221 121 45
Resources
Total Projected  1y34547 1661 1198 1399 764 . 204

. Expenses {(Projec-
ted Expenditure
plus projected

levered resources)
Cost of Direct
"~ Services

A, Projected

69085

Expenditurc

. . 3
B. Levered. Direct
Scrvices
C. Total Direcct
Services

12239

81324

Based on envollment figures at end of fourth quarter (Jan. 1- March 31, 1973) as rcported in
the llone Start Information Systenm.

Cost of Home Scrvices plus expenditures for parent development.

Leverd contribution directed utilized by the fawmily (e.g., physical check-ups,
kather than in-scrvice consultant.)
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- . _ ' ‘ Percent of Projected . Percent of
. Fedeoral Home Start Total Projected
o Grant Expenditures EXpenses
_ Home Visits S 58'% - 57 %
Direct Services : 66 - 65
overhead : ! . 34 : .. 35

Home Visitor Salaries,as a . 74
- Percent of Total Salaries
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HOUSTON, TEXAS

PROJECTED EXPENDITURES BY BUDGET LINE ITEM

Salarics

Pringe Benefitg
Contact/Consultant
Travel

Space & Utilities
Supplics
. Equipment”

Other

Total

Services
Goods

Total

{Tone Sfart heliry % of Total
$ 71614 71.6 %
10742 10.7
6350 6. 4
7860 7.9
0 0
2000 2.0
500 .5
934 .9
100,000 100%

DOLLAR VALUE OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESOURCES
LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT

i m —

\

-

Federal State~rocal Private _Total;
2055 1670 8006 117311

0 s210 | s2i0
2055 1670 131216 __1£2£i.
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HOUSTON, TEXAS

"FUNCTIONAL COST BRLAKDOWN

Projected
vered :
' : Expenditures % of Total gzsgu:ceé Total % of Tot
: (3lome Start Fe- ‘
: derxal Grant) Fed Non-~Fed
Home Serxvices i
: ; ; | .
N lealth j $10651 , 10.9% 5332 [$9628 |$20611 18.4%
Nutxition . : : .MWﬁf
Psych/social | 10980 T 11,2 253 11233 10.0
Ed)ucation 35306 36.4 683 | 35969 2.1 -
Parent :

Devolopment 870 .9 1027 25 1922 1.7
Administration f 23811 24.6 23311 21.3 i
Carecr Deveibpment 15383 15.9 | 443 ‘| 168 15994 14.3

2400 | 2400 2.1
Occupancy
| 97001* 100% 2055 ) 12884| 111940 100%
Total [

.

*Difference between estimated expenditures for salaries and fringe benefits and

! annual salaries and fringe benefits based on payroll is $2999. Eight home '
visitors made less than budgeted and one clerk typist position was hudygcted
but not filled.
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TEXAS

Projocted Lxpen-
diture (based on
federal share of
Home Start budget)

Projected Levered
Resources

Total Projected
Expenses {Projec-
ted Expenditure
plus projected
levered resources)

éost of Direct.
Scrvices

A. Projected
Expenditure

3
B. Levered. Direcl
Services

C. Totdl Direct
' Services

UNIT COSTS

1

« by

Total | Per Family | Pexr Focal | Per focal | Per target | Per Yamily
Cost Cchild Parent Child " Mowber
‘ . (age 3-5) (age 0-5)
(n =80 ) (n = 1049 (n = 80 ) (n = 167) (n = 414)
$100000 $1250 $962 ' $1250 $599 $242
i

14939 $ 187 $144 $ 187 $’89 $ 36
114939 $1437 $1105 $1437- $688 $278
57807

11928

69735

e Ay

g0

ost of Home Services plus expenditures for parent development.

pveral contribution directed utilized by the family (e.g., physical check-ups,
ithiey than in-scrvice counsultanu.)

IS

ascd on enrollment figures at end of fourth quarter (Jan. 1-March 31, 1973) as reported in
he Home Start Information System,




HOUSTON, TEXAS

[4 - Y

Percent of Projected Porcent of
. , Federul Home Start ‘ Total Projected
e ' Grant Expenditures. Expenses .
Home Visits . . ’ : $9 & - _ 61 %
Direct Services ‘ -60 S o 62
Overhead ' 40 . - 38
Home Visitor Salaries‘és a 51

Percent of Total Salaries
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~ ARKANSAS

. PROJECTED EXPENDITURES BY BUDGET LINE ITEM

FiGS AT T e
Hens st hsfaral t of Total
Salaries $ 71647 71.6% o
Fxinge Benefits 8956 9.0 .
Contact/Consultant 31535 3.5 :
Travel 11994 1z.0 :
Space & Utilities G00 .6 ;
| |
Supplics 2038 2.9
Equipment 4] 0
Other 330 .3
Total . l
100,000 100% !
t
!
DOLLAR VALUE OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESOURCES
 LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT ‘.
Federal State-Local Private Total
Services 11650 3016 2761 17427
Goods 4677 3360 7150 15187
Total 16327 6376 9911 32614

.




ARKANSAS

Honme Sexvices
Heaith

Nutyition

—————
e ———

Psych/Social

Bducation

Parent
Deveropmcnt

i

“Administration

Carcer Development

|

Occupancy

o
{ :
'Total ;

!

TUNCTIONAL COST BREAKDOUN

Projected

Expeondittires % of Total Levered Total %‘ f Tota
b 2 & ‘ota o] (o]
{liome Start Fe- A Resources
deral Grant) o Fed--Non-Fed
$ 14908 14.9 51523 [$1800 |$18231 13.8%
) . _’____l
10104 10.1 1523 11627 8.8
12748 12.7 ‘5400 | 18145 13.7
16158 6.2 5727 | 21885 16.5
14043 14.0 5332 19375 14.6
32042 32.0 3274 35316 26.6
4677 | 3360 | 8037 6.1
100,000 100% 16329 16287| 132616 100%

83




ARKANSAS

‘Projacted Fxpon-
diture (based on
federal share of

‘Prajected Levered
‘Resources

Total Projected
Expensos (Projoc-
-ted Expenditure
‘plus projected
‘lavercd resources)

Tost of Direct
Sexvices

A. Projected
Expenditure”

:B, Levered DPirect
S Services
Total birect

¢, .
sy Scervices

“lloue

“Hloma” Staet budget)|

UNIP OOSTS1
Total | Per Family | Per Focal) | Per focal | Per targel | Per Family
Cost Child Parent Child Member
. {age 3-5) ~{age 0-5)
(n=81 )| (n=94 ) | (n=96 ) | (n=141) - {n =463 )
100000 |$ 1235 $ 1064 $ 1042 $ 709 $ 216
” i
32614 402 347 340 23) 70
132614 1637 1411 1381 941 286
- 1539015
15973
69888

65t of Home Cervices plus

expenditures

for parcnt development.

84

5overa]<ontr1bution dircected utilized by the family (e.g., physical check-ups,
:Lh\r than in-service consultant.)

T e .
ased on cnrollment fiqures at end of fourth quarter (Jan. l-March 31, 1973) as reported in
Start Information System,



.- ARKANSAS

Porcent of Projected Percent of
Fedaral Home Start Total Irojected
. Grant Expenditures . . E¥penscs
Home Visits 54 4 | 53 o
Dixect Services _ - 54 53
Overhead ¢ 46 _ , 47
Home Visitor Salarics, as a 52
Percent of Total Salaries '
v

85




NORTH CAROLINA

PROJECTED UXPENDIihRES BY BUDGET LINE ITEM

_ Home STaxkE, Refaral % of Total
- Salardes $ 57437 . 57.4 %
Fringe Bonefits . 7165 7.2
Contact/Consultant 18400 ‘ 18.‘4
Travel - 5426 5.4
Space & Utilities 1140 1.1 ‘I%
Supplics 5983 6.0 | .r -
' Equi_pment 1418 1.4 :
Other | 3031 {. 3.0
Total |
100,000 100%
DOLLAR VALUE OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESOURCES
LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT
Federal State~Local Private To(-.':l-,:
Services | 0 2627 3218 . | 5845
Goods - 0 0 3325 3325
Total, 0 2627 6543 | o170
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* NOKTHl CAROLINA

Home Sexvices
Hea%th :

{
'Nut;jtion

————

pPsych/Social

Education
!
!

. Parent
Development

|
f |

Administration °

. Carcer Development

Occupancy
|

QOtal i

FUNCTIONAL COST BRUAKDOWN

Projecled
Levered
Expenditures % of Total Rgsguiccs Total ¢ of Tot
{tiome Stort Fo-
doral Crant) Fed Non-Fed
$ 26431 29,1% S $3328 § 29759 29,8y
7240 8.0 - 280 1520 S
. 10791 11.9 847 | 11644 11.6
15837 20.7 . 587 | 19424 19.4
940 1.0 940 9
15482 17.0 15482 15.5
+ w
10225 11.3 1002 | 11227 11.2
900 1.0 3125 4025 4.1
90852l 100% 9169 { 100,021 100%

/ ]
lThe difference between estimated expenditures for salaries and frinyc benefits
and annual salaries and fringe benefits based on the payroll was $9148,

87
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' NORTH CAROLINA

Projected Expen-
diture {based on

URIT CO518

1

A —————— - o

fedoral share of $100000

Home Start budget)

Projected Levercd
Resources

§ Total Projected
Expenses (Projec-
ted Esxpenditure
plus projected
levered resources)

éost of Dircct
Sarvices

A. Projected
Bxpenditure”

3
B. Leverced. Direct
, Services
€. Total Direct
Services

Totai Per Family | Peor Focal | pPor focal | Per target | Per anily
Cost Child Parcnt child Menber
. (age 3-5) . {age 0-5)
(n = 63 ) {n n63 ) (n =63 ) (n = 1095) (n = 309)
$ 1587 $1587 s 1587 $952 324
[}
9170 116 146 146 87 30
109170 1733 1733 1733 1040 . 353
64245 |
5042 . _ .
69287

88

st uf Home Scrvices plus expenditures for parent development.

crei contribution divected utilized by the family (e.g., physical check-ups,
th-r than in-service consultant.,)

ged on enrollment figures at end of fourth gquarter (Jan., Y-March 31, 1973) as xcported in
¢ lome Start Information Systea.



NORTH CAROLINA

HHome Visgits

~Direct Services

-

Overhead

Home Visitor Salarics as a
Percent of Total Salaries

Percent of Projected
Federal Home Start

Grant Expenditures
.70 ¢
Sy
29 '

58

89

Pexcent of

Total Projected

ExXpenscesy
" 68 g
e
31




,____----I-....ll.lllllll

MASSACHUSETTS |
. , PRCJECTED EXPENDITURES BY BUDGéT LINE IfBM
E TN vﬂT"gﬁ?ET' N § of Tolal
... Salarics s 61052 61.4 3
Yringe Benafits 6628 _ 6.7
Contact/Consultant B . 7610 7.6
Travel 7680 7.7 LT
Spaca & Utilities 4800 4.8 |
" Supplies ' 9180 oz
!;quigament 1120 1.1
ettt B T
ance,parent activity ‘
Total 99480 | 100%

DOLLAR VALUZ OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RISCURCES
. LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT

Federal State-Local Pr ivatc: Totqj}w
services 21076 10059 1009 32044
Goods | 9420 : 5454 146874
Total - 30496 10059 ' 6463 | 47018

IIncludcs 2 llowe Visitor Salaries and Fringe Benefits (§13986) paid by E.E.A.

80

.-
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MASSACHUSETTS

Home Sexvices
Hoa}th

Nutxition

Y ——

?

b

Psth/Social

Education

Parenti ’
Development |
|

Adninistration

Carecy Development

Occupancy

| |
Total ,

FUNCTIONAL COST NBREAKDOWN

“ﬁgégégzgg?%%~ % of Total ;zzgziges Total t.of Tota

deral Grant) Fed Non-Fed

§ 3602 3.7 % 5406 1S $ 14008 2.8 _
5635 5.7 8326 406 14367 9.9
5250 5.3 2307 | 8000 | 15557 10.7
30165 30.6 13004 1252’ 44417_ 30.5
2370 2.4 1000 | 780 4150 2.9
33629 34.1 1380} 210 35219 24,2
13919 14.1 4077 1400 | 19396 23.3
3960 4.0 4474 A8434 5.8
985561 100% 3649é 16522| 145548 100%

1Difforencc- between estimated expenditures for salaries and fringe benefits
and annual salaries and fringe benefits as shown on current payroll is $947.
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Projected Expon-
diture (based on

flome Start budget)

Projected Levered
Resources

Total Projected
Expenses (Projec-
ted Expenditure
plus projected
levered resources)

Cost of Direct.
Services

A, Projccted
Expenditure

; 3

B. Lovered Direct
Scivices

C. Totdl Dirxecct
Services

MASSACHUSETTS

UNIT COSTS

1

Total
Cost

-~

Per Vamily

(n = 57 )

Yer Focal
child
{age 3-5)
{n = 70]

Per focal
Parent

{n = 57 )

Per targot
. Chila
{age 0-5)
(n = 103)

Per Pamily
Member
gt

(

n = 238)

federal share of §99480 °

$ 1745

$1421

$ 1745

$ 966

[Ee -

$ 418

47018

825

672

825

456

198

146498

2570

2093

2570

1422

616

2 47022

35477

82499

————

92

st of Home Services plus expenditures for parent development,

verol contribution directed uwtilized by the family (e.g., physical check-ups,
ther than in-service consultant.)

s¢d on enrollment figures at end of fourth quart:r (Jan. 1l-March 31, 1973) as veported in
a Home Start Information System.




¢ MASSACHUSETTS

.

Home Visits
Pircct Sexvices
Ovarhead H

Home Visitor Salaries as a
Percent of Total Salarics

Percent of Projeocted
Fedaral llome Start
‘Grant Expenditures

Percent of
Total Projected
Expenscs

45 %
48

52

58

93

54%
57 ’

43

E3



ALASKA | N : MgCWYWMmmi’ ' bt

‘ " PROJECTED EXPENDITURES BY BUDGET LINE ITEM

oome SRt ReEgEe? % of Total "

Salaries . < § 76263 73.7 %
Fringe Benefitg - 5000 1.8
Contact/Consultant . 8490 8.2
Travel , 4946 4.8 ;
Space & Utiliti-s 2155 | 2,1 | e
Supplies 2761 2.7 ‘
Equipment ' 2350 : 2.3 i
Other (Insurance, parent

activity) 1550 ' 1.5
Total

103,515 100%

DOLLAR VALUE OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESOQURCES

_ LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT - '

Federal state-~Local Private . ”T.f_)}_: 1
Services 4435 3627 ' 14066 221286
Goods 1824 5336 . 19760 R PO
Total 6259 . 8513 33826" ZQQE;L

94




FUNCTIONAL COST BREAKDOWN

| Projected Levered |
: Expenditures % of Total Total % of Potal
X (llome Start Fe=- . Resources
deral Grant) : Fed Non-Fed
flome Sorvices ’
Hcalth / $ 13686 13,8% 5303 {35065 | $19054 12.9%
Nutyrition ’ 5742 5.8 100 | 2037 7879 5.3
szch/Socia]’ 1087% 11.0 . - | 204 ]| 4114 ] 15189 10.2
Edycation ( 18670 18.8 1048 | 9394 | 20122 19.6
barent, 1195 1.2 158 | 3225 | 4578 3.1
Developient ’ .
Mninistration | 24241 24.4 2025 ] 2270 | 20436 19.9
Careexy Deve]opment 22845 23.0 13213 7298 31464 21,2
occn])ancy o “ 1980 2 » 0 200 9386 11566 7 . 8
Total 99230} 100% 6259 | 42789] 148278 100%

lnifferonce between salaries and fringe benefits based on estimated
expenditure and annual salaries and fringe benefits based on current
payroll is $4285,
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ALASKA

Projected Expen-
diture (based on
fedrral share of

Home Start budget)

Projected Levered
Resourcoes

Total Projected
Expenses (Projec-
ted Expenditure
plus -projected
levered resources)

Ccost of Dircct
Services

A, YProjected
Expenditurc

B. ILevercd Dirocg
Services

D, fotal birect

services

UNIT CGR’I,‘S1

Total | Per Yamily | Per Yocal | pPer focal | Per target | Per lamily 1
Cost Child Parent Child Monbey

. {(age 3-~5) . {age 0-5)

(n =50 ) (n =52 ) (n = 61) (n =113 ) (rn = 229)

103515 | § 2070 fs 1991 s 1697 s 916 s 452

¢
49048 981 943 804 434 214
152563 3051 2934 2501 1350 . 606
50164
25648
75812

96

L of Home Services plus expenditures for parent developuent.

swral contribution dirccted utilized by the family (e.g., physical chieck-ups,
2r than in-scrvice consultant.)

ed on emrolliment figures at end of fourth quarter {Jan. l-March 31, 1973) as reported in
‘Home Start Inforpation systom,



ALASKA

Home Visits
Direct Services
Overhead ' !

Home Visitor Salaries as a
Percent of Total Salaries

Percent of Projected Pexcent of
Fedoral Home Start Total Projected
Grant BExpenditures Expenses

49 % _ 48%

51 ' - |

49 . o 49

a3
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TENNESSEE

' PROJECTED EXPENDITURERS BY BUDGET LINE ITEM

R N % of Tota) |
Salaries - $ 61536 61.5 %
Fringe Benefits 6346 6.3
Contact/Consultant 13200 13.;
Travel 6950 7.0
Space & Utilitices 2820 | 2.8
supplies 6677 MG..] T
‘Fquipment 1625 1.6 |
other (1nsurance , - | |
barent activity) 846 .8 b
Total !
100,000 100% :
|
DOLLAR VALUE OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESOURCES
. : LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT
. Federal State-Local | Privaté | Motud
services 0 2600 o 2600
Goods 0 71058 0 R i Ko 1T
fotal 0 - 3658 ; , -ﬂ—“‘”5gnﬁ
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TENNFESSEE

’

FUNCTIONAL COST BREAKDOWN

1 . Projected Lovered -
. _ " Bxpenditures %t of Total | Total % of Tota
I (llome Start Ye- Resources : of Total
. ' deral Grant) Fed Non~Fed
Home Sejvices _ '
lealth $ 14875 15.0% = |§ $ 4814875 14.5%
Nutrition 6253 6.3 6253 6.1
J . , | .
Psych/Soclal 6325 6.4 6325 6.2
Education 20469 20.7 300 | 20769 $20.2
Parent _ : '
Development 390 4 : 3?0 -4
_Administration | - 365§2f’//i 36.9 | 2000 | 38552 37.6
Carcey Development 11520 1 7 11.6 300 | 11820 11.5
Occupancy 2625 2.7 1058 | 3683 3.6
fotal 99009" 7/ 100% 3658 | 102667 100%

1The difference between estimated salaries and fringe benefits and annual sa]aricL
and fringe benefits based on the payroll was $991.
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. TENNFSSER

UNLT chTsl

&

Total
Cost

Per Yamily

(n = 80)

Pex Focal
Child
{age 3-5)
(n = 98)

X

Por focal
- Parent

(n =149 )

Pexr target
chila

- {age 0-5)

(n = 150)

Per Family
Membex

{n = 422)

Projected Fxpon-
diturce (basicd on
federal sharc of §
Home Start budget)

100000

$1020

$ 671

$ 667

§ 237

Projected Levered
Regsources

Total Projected
¥xpenses {(Projecc-
ted Expenditure
plus projccted -

3658

37

25

24

103658

1296

1058

696

691

-+ 246

levered resources)

Cost of Direct
Services

A. Projected
Expenditure”

"148312

. 3
B. Levexced Direcct
Services

C. Total Direct
Services

300

- ——yaam

48612

-t s o

100

st of Home Scrvices plus expéilitures for parent development.

]
-

scd on enrolluent figures at end of fourth quarter (Jan. 1-March 31, 1973) as reported in
e Howe Start Information Systenm.

veral contribution directed utilized by the family (c.g., physical check-ups,
ther than sn-service consultant,)




TENNESSEE

.

Percent of Projected Percent of

Federal Home Start Total Projected
. Grant Expenditures Expenses
Home Visits - 48 % ' .46 %
Difect Sexvices 49. | . 47
0verhead s . 51'. .53
Home,visitof Salaries, as a . 35 |

Percent of Total Salaries

ERIC o 101




UTAH

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

PROJECTED EXPENDITURES BY BUDGET LINE ITEM

Salaries

Fringe Denefits
Contact/Consultant
Travel

Space & Utilities
supplies

Yquipment

Other (Insurance
Parent Activity)

Total

Services
Gocds

Total

Hone SEark hedoral % of Total
$ 70078 70.1 %
11300 11.3
5650 5.9
8860 8.9
480 .5
2154 2.1
- _
1278 1.3
100,00Q 100%

DOLLAR VALUL OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESOURCES
. LEVERED BY TilE OCD GRANT

Federal State-lLocal Private M__ngfl'”

5491 3768 3548 12807

643 7019 650 g317
- MO

6134 10787 4198 21110
PEINSY PRI SIS Y

gt m——— e ¢ e
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UTAH

FUNCTIONAL COST BREAKDOWN

e

Projected

' Lavered ' ‘
' Exponditurig % of Total ResoUrces Total % of Tota
-art Q-
(“oggrgchrant) Fed Non-Fed
Home Secrxvices 1
Health i $ 14577 14.6% 3 $2129 |$16706 13.8 4
: i .
Nutrition 8887 8.9 1079 | 9966 8.2
. i - . |
Psych/Social 16339 16.3 - 2494 | 18833 15.5
Echat1°“ 24970 25.0 . Iss | 220 | 25245 20.8
Parent : ,
Development 1840 1.8 1500 | 271 | 3611 3.0
Aministration 17189 17.2 ' 600 | 928 18717 15.5
Career Development 16198 16.2 1500 | 994 18692 15.4
Occupancy 2479 | 6870 9349 t.7
| , '
Total 100,000 100% 6134 ['14985| 121119 100%

Il
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g UTAH

L Projected Expoen-
diture (based on |
federal share of
Home Start budyet)

- Projected Levered
Resources

Total Projected
Expenses (Projec-
ted Expenditure
plus projected
levered resources)

, Cost of Direcct
Services

A. Projected
Expenditure
3
B. Levered Dirccl

Sorvices

fotal Direct
Services

C.

UNIT COS'I‘S1
Total | Per lamily Per Tocal Per focal Puf target Poer Family
Cost child Parent Child Member
. (aga 3-~5) {age 0-5)
(n =67 } (n = 75 ) (n = 70 ) (n = 104) {n = 370)
100000 ¢ 1493 S 1333 $ 1429 $ 962 $ 266
o
21119 315 282 302 203 56
121119 1808 1615 1730 1165 322
66613 .
7748 e
74361

——n . m

lased on enrollment figures at end of fourth quarter (Jan. l-March 31, 1973) as reported in
he lioae Start I'mforration Systen,

‘ost of Heme Sexvices plus expenditures for parent development.

everal contribation direccted utilized by the fanily (e.g., physical check-ups,

ather than in-service consultant.)
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UTAH

Home Visits

Direct Scrvices

-

overhead

Home Visitor Salnries‘as a
Percent of Total Salaries

Porcent of Projected
Federal Home Start
Grant Expenditures

65 %

67

33

51

105

Percent of
Total Project
Expensen

39



NEVADA
‘ PROJECTED UXPENDITURES BY BUDCGET LING ITEM

/ =TT
0 [ERSRIEST v of fotal
Salaries $ 92225 70.8
Fringe Benecfits 7423 7.1
Contact/Consultant 3510 3 A
Travel 6 "9 5.8
Space & Utilities 2883 2.8 f
Supplies 3739 3.6
i
Other (papysitting, - e , ?
Insurance) LU 2.4 - :
‘ N I
Total )
104,800 | 100% 'g
|
!
DOLLAR VALUE OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESOURCES
_ LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT - Y
------- Federal State-Local Private Tot.al !
. ; o
Sexvices 3120 7939 812 11871
‘ . |
Goods 605 “6on
Total 3120 8544 812 12476, i

ERIC | 106 | ' "




¢« NEVADA

FUNCTIONAL COST BREAKDOWN

i Projec':ted Levered
) ‘ Expenditures % of Total Resources Total % of 7Total
;e (Home Start FPe-
i : deral Grant) Fed Non-Ted N
flome Services
Health ; $ 13454 12.8% 3 57190 | 520644 17.6 &
| \
| !
Nutyrition , 8653 .8.3 288" 8941 7.6
Psych/Social 11232 10.7 1180] 12417 10.6
Eduncation 20491 19.6 "1 20401 17.5
Parcnt} '

Developinent | [ 3600 3.4 78 3678 - 3.2
Carcer Development 16540 15.8 ' 15 | 16555 14.1
Occupancy 4241 4.0 } I 605 4846 4.1

104,800 100% 31201 9356 | 117276 100%
Total ! e e
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. NEVADA

Projected Expen-
diture (bascd on
federal shave of

jlone Start budget)

Projected Levered
Resources

L Total Projected
i Expenses (Projec-
“ted Expenditure
plus projected
levered resources)

Cost of Direct.
Scrvices

A. Projected
Expenditure”

. 3
B. Levered Direct
Services

C. Total Direct
Services

UNIT COSTS

1

Total Per Family Per Focal | pPer focal | Per target Per Family
Cost Child Parent ‘ ¢child Member
ook (age 3-5) {age 0-5)
(n =61.) (n =70 ) (n =69 ) (n = 144} (n =305 )
fL04800 [$ 1718 $ 1497 1519 $ 728 $ 344
H
12476 205 178 181 87 11
117276 1923 1675 1700 815 385
157435
8736
66171

156 on enrollment. figures at cnd of fourth quarter (Jan. l-March 31, 1973) as reported in
e Home Start Informetion Systan,

st of Home Services plus expenditures for parent dovelopment.

weral contribution direeted utilized by the family (e.g., physical check-ups,

ither than in-scervice consultant.,)
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NEVADA

Home Visits

Direct Services

Overhecad

Home Visitor Salaries as a
Percent of Total Salaries

Parcent of Projected
Federal Home Start
Grant Expenditures

Percent of
Total Projected
Exponses

51 %
55
45

50

109

534

56

44



NEW YORK
BEST COPY AVAILABLE

' PROJECTED DEXPCHDITURES BY BUDGET LINE ITEM

g‘,?Q% h {»L el % of Total
Salaries . $ 72800 70.4 4
Fringe Benefits 9464 9.2
Contact/Consultant - 4800 4.6
Travel 2000 1.9 I
|
Space & Utilitics 6704 - 6.5 "
Supplies 2441 2.4
"Equipment 500 5
Other (Babysitting,
Insurance) 4770 . ’ 4.6 .
" potal
103,479 . 100%
t

DOLLAR VALUE OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESOURCES
 LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT _ ‘.

Federal State-Local Private 'i‘otal‘uﬁ
Services ‘o o 3254 2891 6145
Goods — " TR
0 0 13529 |A3see
Total 0 3254 16420 1967
110 SR o gvi,'




NEW YORK

FUNCTIONAL COST BREAKDOWN

| Projected . Levered
I Expenditures * of Total Resources Total % of Tota
‘ ' H Start Fe-
; j ( ®doral Grant) Fed Non-Fed
Home Serxvices
Health r $ 4678 4,7% $ $1719 | $6397 5,3%
]
NutbitiOn 4710 4.7 4710 3.9
11489 11.5
Psych/Social : _ ‘ 1345 | 12834 10.7
Edycation 14738 ‘ 14.7 1499 | 16237 ©13.5
Parent! B L
pevelopment 5875 . 5.9 136 6011 5.0
f y "3
Administration | 37316 , 37.2 37316 31.1
' ' -
_Carcer Development 16584 16.5 1446} 18030 15,0
. ! i ’ .
Occupancy 4874 4.9 13529( 18403 15.3
Potal : __100264" 100% 196741119938 100%

l'i‘he difference between cstimated expenditures for salaries and fringe benefits.
and annual salaries and fringe benefits based on the payroll was $3215.

I
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J NEW YORK

; f UNIT CosTS)
Total Per Family Per. Focal Per focal Per target Por Family
Cost S Child Parent Chila Membox
’ {agae 3-5) " (age 0-5) e |
(n=169) | (n=74 ) | (n=69 )| (ne= 120) (h=352) [
'iérojected Expon-
‘diturc (based on 1 ! N
. federal share of 3103479 |s 1500 $1398 $ 1500 $ 862 $ 294 el
35Home Start budyget) ‘ : ' . A ’ & : L
,:Projected Levered , U T o _ ERRESIS ot
i_Resources 19674 285 266 285 164 b6

otal Pro;ectod : , ’ ; S - S , e B
Expenses (Projec- [123153 1 1785 | 1664 1785 1026 | 350
.ed Expenditure - el : : - e

S plus projected

dovered resources)
Cost of Direct :
Se‘l'l\(‘iCCS ‘ 41490

‘Piojéétcd . ' : el
Fxpendxtuxe : : : = - —eane |

faer 3

B, TLevered. Direct | 4509
ff“f; 801V1CQS
gc rota] Direct
. Gorv1ceu - 16189

- L. Tt I

ol!mont flgurcq'di ond of'fourthfquarter (Jaf}'1~narch 31 1973)f 'k cported
t Informntio‘ S : ’




NEW YORK

*

Paxrcent of Projected Percent of :
Federal tlome Start Total Projected
. Grant Expenditures Expenses e
 Home Visits : ’ " 3% s .34
Dixeccl Services ' 41 ‘ ‘ 39
Overhead . : : . 59 : 6l
Home Visitox Salaries as a . 44

Percent of Total Salaries




ARIZONA BEST COPY AVAILABLE
. PROJECTED EXPENDITURES BY BUDGET LINE ITEM
TR TR ! *_of fotal
Salarics $ 67800 66:5 %
Fringe Benefits B 6780’ N 6.7 ) N
Contact/Consultant 5000 4_§
Travel | 10679 10,5 |
Space & Utilities 2565 - 2.5 ;
supplies 2355 2.3 :
- Bquipment 4300 4.2 | x
0ther(Insu1ance , .
reproduction) 2560 2.5 j w
Total 1
771@2 037 - 100% e
DOLLAR VALUE:OF PROJECTED PROGRAM RESOURCES
| LEVERED BY THE OCD GRANT e
; Federai | kStaCefLOCal | Private: Totég:f
Servicés ' 2400 7213 1324 10037
Goods 120 20 1620 ““i'ﬁu’q i
Total 2520 7333 2044 nm ,:

| 1 consultant, but “the progrum
1 0 was added to budget for psycholoqxca
ziggctox could not indicate where it would be subtracted although she ¢

it would be subtracted somewhere.

actually $]00 037.

said

Thus total projected expendlture is ;

e de G




' hdmtnistration

ARIZONA

¢

Home Sexvices
Health :

Nutrition

Psych/Social
!
Education j

Parent!
Development

’, .
Cafeer Deveioment
Occupancy

by |
Lo |

-FUNCTIONAL COST BREAKDOWN

(iﬁé?égzgg??i‘ % of Total ;Z:giigeé Total‘ t of Toee
deral Grant) Fed Non-Fed
$10939 11.5% 5 151351 [ $12200 11,4s;;:
7294 7.7 181 7475 6.9  } 
10389 10.9 2400 | 6843 | 19632 13.3n~;;
23242' 25.5 1255 | 25497 5309
800 .8 139 | 939“ 'e;9;°
26231 29.7 AE , vzeza;ke, ¢ée;e
11%53 - 12.4 ' 333' 12116 ‘;;;3 -
1365 1.4 120 | 120 _k1605 1;5 -
N 95018t 100% 2520 | 10277 107815 | 1¢¢s,{5i

“the difference beLween estimated expendituros for salaries and fringe bencfit i
and annual salaries and fringe benefits based on the payroll was -




ARIZONA

‘Projected Expen-
.diture (based on
‘federal -share of

;Home Start budget)

Projected Levered
‘Resources

fotal Projected
rExponses {Projac-
ted Expenditnre
plus projeéted
;levered resources)

,Cost of Diract.
SOrviccs

'A. Projected = 9"
Expenditure
F St \ 3
B. Lavered. Direct
. Services
¢. Total Direct
o Sexrvices

T

UNIT cosTS?

Total Per Family | Per Focal >Por focal | Per target | Per Family -
Cost child . Parent Chilg . Member

. (age 3~5) {age 0-5) :

(n = 72) (n = 93) (n =132) (n =128 ) (n = 463)

FL00037 | § 1389 $1075 $ 758 $781 $ 216

'
12797 178 138 97 100 28
112834 | 1567 1213 855 882 o244

- |s53664

12169

165833




ARIZONA
. . Parcent of Projected Percent of o
Federal Home Start Total Projecied
o - - Grant Expenditures - Expenses
Home Visits ' 56 % ’ , ‘ 60 %
Direct Sexrvices » % : , 61
Overhead H ‘ 44 ) ) ' 39
Home Visitor Salaries as a 62
X Percent of Total Salaries
v




